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Dear  Reader: 

The  document  accompanying  this  letter  is  the  Proposed  Phoenix  Resource 
Management  Plan  and  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (RMP/FEIS).   This 
FEIS  analyzes  the  impacts  expected  from  implementing  the  Proposed  Phoenix 
RMP.   The  plan,  if  approved,  will  guide  the  BLM  in  its  management  of  the 
Phoenix  Resource  Area,  covering  all  or  parts  of  eight  Arizona  counties. 

The  Proposed  Phoenix  RMP  is  a  modified  version  of  the  preferred  alternative 
analyzed  in  the  Draft  Phoenix  RMP/EIS  published  in  December  1987. 

Any  participant  in  this  planning  effort  who  has  an  interest  which  is  or  may  be 
adversely  affected  by  the  approval  of  the  Proposed  Phoenix  RMP,  or  any  part  of 
it,  may  protest  such  approval.   The  protest  may  raise  only  those  issues  which 
were  submitted  for  the  record  during  the  planning  process. 

Protests  must  be  in  writing  and  filed  with  the  Director  (760),  Bureau  of  Land 
Management,  Room  909,  Premier  Building,  18th  and  C  Streets  NW,  Washington  D.C. 
20240,  by  the  date  stamped  on  the  title  page  following  this  letter. 

Protests  must  include  the  following  information:   1)  The  name,  mailing 
address,  telephone  number  and  interest  of  the  person  filing  the  protest; 
2)  A  statement  of  the  issue  or  issues  being  protested;  3)  A  statement  of  the 
part  or  parts  of  the  plan  being  protested;  4)  A  copy  of  all  documents 
addressing  the  issue  or  issues  that  were  submitted  during  the  planning  process 
by  the  protesting  party  or  an  indication  of  the  date  the  issue  or  issues  were 
discussed  for  the  record;  5)  A  concise  statement  explaining  why  the  State 
Director's  decision  is  believed  to  be  wrong. 

Except  for  any  portions  under  protest,  the  Proposed  RMP  will  become  final 
after  thirty  (30)  days.   A  Record  of  Decision  (ROD)  will  be  prepared 
documenting  the  final  decision  of  the  State  Director.   The  ROD  will  be  made 
available  to  the  public  through  a  Federal  Register  notice. 
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SUMMARY 


This  Phoenix  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmen- 
tal Impact  Statement  (RMP/EIS)  is  being  developed  to  guide 
the  BLM  in  its  management  of  the  Phoenix  Resource  Area— 
about  911.000  acres  of  public  land  within  two  distinct  geographic 
regions  of  Arizona. 

The  northern  region,  Apache  and  Navajo  counties,  encom- 
passes about  229,000  acres  of  scattered  public  land  lying  north 
of  the  Sitgreaves  National  Forest  and  south  of  the  Navajo 
Indian  Reservation.  The  southern  portion  of  the  RMP  area  in- 
cludes about  682,000  acres  of  scattered  public  land  in  central 
and  south  central  Arizona.  This  southern  portion  has  about  75 
percent  of  the  state's  2.7  million  people  and  includes  the  major 
metropolitan  areas  of  Phoenix  and  Tucson.  The  planning  area 
covers  all  or  parts  of  eight  Arizona  counties. 

This  RMP/EIS  will  update  land  use  planning  decisions  in  three 
existing  Management  Framework  Plans  (MFPs)— Silver  Bell, 
Middle  Gila  and  Black  Canyon  —  as  amended,  and  a  Phoenix 
District  Planning  Analysis.  Decisions  from  these  documents  that 
still  have  merit  are  incorporated  into  this  RMP. 

This  RMP/EIS  focuses  on  resolving  six  key  planning  issues 
associated  with  the  management  of  the  RMP  area's  public  land. 
These  six  planning  issues  were  identified  by  the  public  and  the 
BLM  during  the  RMP  scoping  period,  which  began  on  January 
17,  1986.  Resolution  of  the  six  identified  issues  would  provide 
a  long-term  approach  to  managing  public  land  in  the  Phoenix 
Resource  area. 

Management  direction  for  two  additional  issues  identified  dur- 
ing scoping — rangeland  management  and  wilderness 
management— has  been  addressed  in  previous  EISs  (i.e.,  the 
1986  Eastern  Arizona  Grazing  EIS  and  the  1987  Phoenix 
Wilderness  EIS).  The  Record  of  Decision  on  the  Eastern  Arizona 
Grazing  EIS  and  the  Proposed  Action  Alternative  in  the  Phoenix 
Wilderness  EIS  have  been  carried  forward  in  this  RMP/EIS. 

The  six  issues  identified  for  resolution  in  this  RMP/EIS  are: 

Issue  1:  Land  Tenure  Adjustment 

Issue  2:  Utility  Corridors  and  Communication  Sites 

Issue  3:  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  and  Other 
Areas  Requiring  Special  Management 

Issue  4:  Off-Road  Vehicle  Restrictions 

Issue  5:  Recreation  Management 

Issue  6:  Land  Classifications 


The  Proposed  Resource  Management 
Plan  (RMP) 

In  response  to  requirements  in  the  National  Environmental 
Policy  Act  (NEPA)  and  following  regulations  developed  by  the 
Council  on  Environmental  Quality  (CEQ),  alternative  plans  were 


developed  by  an  interdisciplinary  planning  team  to  compare  the 
environmental  consequences  of  addressing  the  planning  issues 
in  dissimilar  ways.  Refer  to  the  draft  Phoenix  RMP/EIS  docu- 
ment for  a  description  of  the  four  alternatives  chosen  for  initial 
study  and  for  a  comparison  of  the  impacts  of  each  in  resolving 
the  identified  issues. 

After  reviewing  public  and  governmental  agencies'  comments 
on  the  draft  RMP/EIS,  the  planning  team  adopted  a  revised  ver- 
sion of  the  draft  plan's  preferred  alternative  (alternative  B)  as 
the  BLM's  proposed  action  alternative.  This  proposed  action 
alternative  will  be  referred  to  henceforth  as  the  Proposed  RMP. 


Under  the  Proposed  RMP.  the  BLM  would  designate  and  in- 
tensively manage  public  land  in  the  Phoenix  Resource  Area 
within  seven  Resource  Conservation  Areas  (RCAs).  Within  these 
RCAs,  the  BLM  would  attempt  to  "block  up"  ownership  by  re- 
taining about  437,400  acres  of  public  land  it  now  manages  and 
by  acquiring  about  330.800  acres  of  state  land  in  exchange  for 
other  public  land.  The  BLM  would  also  consider  acquiring 
private  land  within  the  RCAs  through  exchange,  but  only  if  the 
land  owners  initiate  the  action.  Through  exchanges,  the  BLM 
would  also  attempt  to  acquire  all  the  non-federally  owned  sub- 
surface (mineral  estate)  within  the  RCAs.  Outside  the  RCAs. 
about  439,600  acres  of  scattered  public  land  would  be  available 
for  disposal,  primarily  through  exchange. 

Seven  utility  corridors  that  identify  priority  routes  for  major 
utility  systems  would  be  designated  under  the  Proposed  RMP. 
The  utility  corridors  would  follow  existing  rights-of-way  and  arc 
routed  to  avoid  areas  with  high  resource  values.  Five  areas  that 
could  be  developed  as  communication  sites  are  also  identified. 


The  Proposed  RMP  would  designate  six  areas  totaling  about 
10.121  acres  of  public  land  as  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental 
Concern  (ACECs).  These  are  areas  containing  highly  signifi- 
cant historic,  cultural,  scenic  or  other  natural  values.  Another 
6,280  acres  of  state  and  private  land  would  be  added  to  these 
ACECs  upon  acquisition  by  the  BLM.  ACECs  recommended 
for  designation  are  Tanner  Wash,  Larry  Canyon,  White  Canyon, 
Waterman  Mountains,  Baboquivari  Peak  and  the  public  land  por- 
tion of  the  Appleton-Whittcll  Research  Ranch.  Additionally, 
Perry  Mesa,  the  site  of  important  prehistoric  cultural  resources, 
would  be  designated  an  ACEC  upon  acquisition  of  about  8,480 
acres  of  state  land  adjoining  the  960  acres  of  public  land. 

Nineteen  Special  Management  Areas  (SMAs),  land  that  would 
benefit  from  enhanced  resource  management,  would  also  be 
created  under  the  Proposed  RMP.  Seven  of  these  are  grazing 
allotments  which  show  a  need  for  improved  multiple  resource 
management  of  grazing,  watershed,  riparian,  protected  plant  or 
wildlife  habitat.  On  these  allotments,  cooperative  resource 
management  plans  (CRMPs)  would  be  developed  upon  the  ap- 
proval of  the  RMP. 

Off-road  vehicle  travel  would  be  limited  to  existing  roads  and 
trails  on  the  majority  of  the  public  land  within  the  RMP  area.  In 


In  addition,  some  closed  areas  and  designated  roads  are  iden- 
tified within  ACECs  and  SMAs. 

If  the  Coyote  Mountains  and  Hells  Canyon  Wilderness  Study 
Areas  arc  not  designated  as  wilderness,  the  BLM  would 
designate  them  as  Recreation  Management  Areas  under  the  Pro- 
posed RMP.  Also,  five  Cooperative  Recreation  Management 
Areas  (CRMAs)  totalling  about  33,900  acres  (23,600  acres  out- 
side the  RCAs)  would  be  established  in  which  the  public  would 
retain  ownership  but  management  and  development  for  recrea- 
tion would  be  worked  out  cooperatively  between  the  BLM  and 
slate  or  local  governments.  The  BLM  would  use  its  land  exchange 
authority  to  acquire  nonfederal  or  noncounty  land  within  the 
CRMAs  as  necessary.  CRMAs  that  would  be  designated  arc  Lake 
Pleasant,  Black  Canyon  Trails.  San  Tan  Mountains,  Tortolita 
Mountains  and  Sawtooth  Mountains. 

The  Proposed  RMP  would  also  provide  for  transferring  several 
public  land  parcels  totalling  about  2,800  acres  to  state  and  local 
governments  through  the  Recreation  and  Public  Purposes  Act 
(R&PPA)  and  five  BLM  land  classifications  affecting  about 
12,200  acres  in  the  RMP  area  would  be  terminated. 
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CHAPTER  1 


PURPOSE  AND  NEED 


This  Phoenix  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmen- 
tal Impact  Statement  (RMP/EIS)  is  being  prepared  to  guide  the 
BLM  in  its  management  of  approximately  911,000  acres  of  public 
land  in  Arizona  within  the  Phoenix  Resource  Area.  It  is  prepared 
under  the  authority  of  Sections  102  and  202  of  the  Federal  Land 
Policy  and  Management  Act  (FLPMA)  and  in  conformance  with 
the  BLM  planning  regulations,  43  CFR  1600. 

The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  requires  all 
federal  agencies  to  prepare  EISs  on  major  federal  actions.  An 
RMP  is  considered  a  major  federal  action,  therefore,  it  is  ac- 
companied by  an  EIS.  The  final  EIS  (FEIS)  in  this  document 
analyzes  the  impacts  of  implementing  the  BLM's  proposed  ac- 
tion alternative  (the  Proposed  RMP)  for  the  Phoenix  Resource 
Area  and,  together  with  the  alternative  analysis  in  the  draft 
RMP/EIS,  conforms  to  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality 
(CEQ)  regulations  for  implementing  NEPA. 

This  RMP/EIS  focuses  on  resolving  six  key  planning  issues 
associated  with  the  management  of  the  RMP  area's  public  land. 
These  six  planning  issues  were  identified  during  BLM's  scop- 
ing process.  The  scoping  process  was  designed  to  identify  the 
issues  and  was  begun  on  January  17,  1986  when  the  BLM 
published  in  the  Federal  Register  a  Notice  of  Intent  (NOI)  to 
prepare  an  RMP/EIS.  Following  the  issuance  of  the  NOI,  the 
BLM  held  several  public  meetings  and  sent  mailouts  asking  the 
public  to  identify  issues  that  should  be  addressed  in  the 
RMP/EIS.  See  Chapter  5  for  a  description  of  the  public  input 
opportunities  available  for  this  RMP/EIS.  This  RMP/EIS  does 
not  address  two  key  issues  identified  during  the  scoping  pro- 
cess. These  two  issues— rangeland  management  and 
wilderness— have  been  covered  by  the  BLM  in  separate  EISs: 
rangeland  management  in  the  Eastern  Arizona  Grazing  EIS 
(1986)  and  wilderness  management  in  the  Phoenix  Wilderness 
EIS  (1987).  The  Record  of  Decision  on  the  Eastern  Arizona  Graz- 
ing EIS  and  the  Proposed  Action  Alternative  in  the  Phoenix 
Wilderness  EIS  have  been  carried  forward  in  this  RMP/EIS. 

This  RMP/EIS  would  replace  land  use  planning  decisions  in 
three  existing  Management  Framework  Plans  (MFPs)— Silver 
Bell,  Middle  Gila  and  Black  Canyon—  as  amended,  and  a 
Phoenix  District  Planning  Analysis  which  have  guided  the  BLM's 
management  of  public  land  in  the  RMP  area  for  the  past  12  years. 
The  current  planning  decisions  that  still  have  merit  are  incor- 
porated into  this  RMP.  Until  decisions  resulting  from  this  RMP 
are  documented  in  the  Arizona  State  Director's  Record  of  Deci- 
sion, however,  the  existing  planning  decisions  remain  valid. 


Description  of  the  Planning  Area 

The  Phoenix  RMP  area  is  divided  into  two  distinct  geographic 
regions  (see  Map  1-1).  The  northern  region,  Apache  and  Navajo 
counties,  encompasses  about  228,700  acres  of  scattered  public 
land  lying  north  of  the  Sitgreaves  National  Forest  and  south  of 
the  Navajo  Indian  Reservation. 

The  southern  portion  of  the  RMP  area  includes  682,640  acres 
of  scattered  public  land  in  central  and  south  central  Arizona. 
The  land  is  among  private  and  state  holdings  and  Indian  reser- 
vations. The  southern  portion  of  the  planning  area  has  about 
75  percent  of  the  state's  2.7  million  people  and  includes  the  major 
metropolitan  areas  of  Phoenix  and  Tucson. 


<jl 

fSfjlk 

w^^^^L 

^K^S 

JMh 

^^gPv 

II  lira 

*3~**^^ 

™^j 

PURPOSE  AND  NEED 


MAP  1-1 

PHOENIX  RMP/EIS  AREA 


LEGEND 

RMP/EIS  Area  Boundary 


PLANNING  ISSUES 


The  planning  area  covers  all  or  parts  of  eight  Arizona  coun- 
ties. Table  1-1  shows  a  county-by-county  breakdown  of  the  sur- 
face and  minerals  acres  administered  by  the  BLM  in  the  Phoenix 
Resource  Area. 

The  public  land  pattern  in  the  RMP  area  includes  20  percent 
blocked  land,  40  percent  checkerboard  and  40  percent  scattered. 
Population  pressures  exerted  by  the  major  metropolitan  areas 
of  Phoenix  and  Tucson  have  greatly  increased  the  demands  on 
public  land  in  the  RMP  area.  From  an  economic  standpoint, 
much  of  the  planning  area's  public  land  is  high  value,  ap- 
proaching one  dollar  per  square  foot  in  some  areas. 

The  RMP  area's  public  land  provides  valuable  public  recrea- 
tion opportunities  and  exhibits  important  wildlife,  archaeological, 
wilderness,  scenic  and  recreational  values.  Often  the  protection 
of  these  important  resource  values  conflicts  with  development 
pressures,  requiring  that  difficult  choices  be  made.  It  is  the 
BLM"s  goal  to  provide  through  this  RMP/EIS,  a  long-term 
approach  to  resolving  these  conflicts. 


addressed  in  the  RMP/EIS.  The  planning  team  then  analyzed 
the  public's  comments  and  identified  six  major  planning  issues 
to  be  resolved. 

The  six  issues  are: 

Issue  1:  Land  Tenure  Adjustment 

Land  Tenure  Adjustment  is  the  major  RMP  issue.  The  BLM 
in  Arizona  is  currently  involved  in  a  large-scale  state  and  private 
exchange  program  designed  to  block  up  land  ownerships  for 
more  efficient  management.  To  resolve  this  issue,  the  BLM 
would  need  to  design  a  long-term  land  tenure  adjustment  pro- 
gram for  the  RMP  area. 

Issue  2:  Utility  Corridors  and  Communication 
Sites 

The  resolution  of  this  issue  would  require  the  identification  of 
routings  and  sites  for  major  utility  and  communication  site 
rights-of-way. 


TABLE  1-1 

Public  Land  Acres  by  County  (Surface  and  Mineral  Ownership) 

Bureau 

of  Land  Management, 

Phoenix  District, 

Arizona 

Fed.Surface 

Fed.Surface 

Fed.Surface 

State  Surface 

Priv.Surface 

COUNTY 

Fed.  Minerals 

State  Minerals 

Priv.Minerals 

Fed. Minerals 

Fed. Minerals 

Apache 

129,670 

0 

4,227 

32,326 

59,245 

Gila 

6,115 

0 

0 

120 

3,040 

Maricopa 

76,088 

1,237 

0 

55,967 

113,439 

Navajo 

93,050 

1,760 

0 

16.699 

45.081 

Pima 

160,975 

240 

240 

55.923 

345.389 

Pinal 

263,725 

720 

0 

188,213 

142.916 

Santa  Cruz 

2,841 

0 

0 

1.800 

29.895 

Yavapai 

170,294 

111 

50 

78.644 

70.601 

TOTAL 

902.758 

4,068 

4,517 

429,692 

809,606 

Source:  Phoenix  District  files. 


Planning  Process  Overview 

The  BLM  resource  management  planning  process  consists  of 
nine  steps,  graphically  illustrated  in  Figure  1-1. 


Planning  Issues 

Planning  issues  are  those  major  concerns,  problems  or 
opportunities  associated  with  the  management  of  the  public  land 
in  the  RMP  area.  The  issues  drive  the  RMP  in  that  the  Pro- 
posed RMP  and  the  other  alternatives  studied  are  primarily 
designed  to  resolve  the  identified  planning  issues. 

The  BLM  interdisciplinary  planning  team  used  the  scoping 
process  to  identify  issues.  Through  communication  media  such 
as  public  meetings,  newsletters  and  directed  mailings,  the  public 
was  given  the  opportunity  to  identify  issues  that  needed  to  be 


Issue  3:  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental 
Concern  and  Other  Areas  Requiring  Special 
Management 

Scoping  identified  areas  and  resources  which  might  benefit  from 
or  require  special  management.  Consequently,  a  resolution  of 
this  issue  would  require  consideration  for  designating  areas  of 
critical  environmental  concern  (ACECs)  or  other  special 
management  areas  (SMAs). 


Issue  4:  Off-Road  Vehicle  Restrictions 

ORV  restrictions  are  an  issue  because  of  public  concern  about 
vehicle  use  on  public  land  and  because  current  BLM  policy  re- 
quires all  public  land  to  be  designated  as  open,  closed  or  limited 
for  ORV  use. 


PURPOSE  AND  NEED 


STEPS    IN    THE    RESOURCE    MANAGEMENT    PLANNING    PROCESS 

Figure  1-1 
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Life  of  the  plan  would 
be  about  20  years. 
The  plan  would  be 
amended   as   needed. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  ISSUES 


Issue  5:  Recreation  Management 

This  issue  was  identified  by  the  public  and  local  governments 
during  scoping.  The  concern  focused  on  the  need  for  the  BLM 
to  provide  open  space  recreation  opportunities  near  Phoenix  and 
Tucson  and  also  for  the  BLM  to  provide  public  land  for  local 
park  development.  A  resolution  of  this  issue  would  require  a 
identification  of  land  in  the  RMP  Area  suited  for  these  purposes. 


Issue  6:  Land  Classifications 

The  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  (FLPMA)  calls 
for  a  review  of  all  existing  classifications  in  the  land  use  plan- 
ning process.  Consistent  with  FLPMA,  classifications  no  longer 
useful  for  their  intended  purpose  would,  through  this  RMP/EIS, 
be  recommended  for  termination. 


Environmental  Issues 

Information  received  from  the  public  during  the  issue  iden- 
tification phase  of  this  planning  effort  was  also  utilized  by  the 
BLM  planning  team  to  identify  significant  "environmental 
issues"  that  would  be  addressed.  An  environmental  issue  is  a 
value  that  is  expected  to  be  significantly  impacted  by  one  or  more 
of  the  alternatives  chosen  for  study.  Consistent  with  CEQ  regula- 
tions, this  FEIS  discusses  effects  on  only  those  environmental 
issues  that  would  be  significantly  impacted  by  the  Proposed 
RMP.  The  environmental  issue  identification  process  eliminates 
from  detailed  study  the  environmental  issues  which  would  not 
affected  by  the  Proposed  RMP.  The  environmental  issues  im- 
pacted by  the  Proposed  RMP  are  the  same  as  those  identified 
in  the  draft  RMP/EIS  as  being  significantly  affected  by  one  or 
more  of  the  other  alternatives  chosen  for  study. 

The  environmental  issues  in  this  Proposed  RMP/FEIS  are: 

1.  Effects  on  Land  Uses  - 

Land  ownership 

Land  available  for  recreation  and  other  public  purposes 

Right-of-way  development 

Payments  in  lieu  of  taxes  (PILT) 

2.  Effects  on  locatable  mineral  development 

3.  Effects  on  watershed  condition 

4.  Effects  on  rangeland  management  - 

Ranch  operations 
Ranch  values 

5.  Effects  on  areas  of  cultural  significance 

6.  Effects  on  vegetation 

7.  Effects  on  riparian  habitat 

8.  Effects  on  special  status  plants  - 

3  federally  listed  species 
3  federal  candidate  species 

9.  Effects  on  wildlife  - 

3  federally  listed  species  (also  state  listed) 
1  federal  candidate  species  (also  state  listed) 
1  state  listed  species 
3  game  species 

10.  Effects  on  wild,  free-roaming  burros 

11.  Effects  on  recreation  use 


i.f-f 
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CHAPTER  2 


PROPOSED  RESOURCE 
MANAGEMENT  PLAN 


Public  Land  Not  Included  In  This 
RMP/EIS 

In  June  1988  the  BLM  in  Arizona  made  a  decision  to  acquire, 
by  exchange,  41,000  acres  of  private  land  within  the  Empire  and 
Cienega  ranches  southeast  of  Tucson  within  the  Phoenix 
Resource  Area.  The  acquisition  was  made  at  the  urging  of 
members  of  Arizona's  congressional  delegation  representing  the 
area.  The  ranches  contain  numerous  important  natural  resources 
which  would  benefit  from  being  protected  and  managed  in  public 
ownership.  Although  the  acquisition  was  accomplished  too  late 
for  the  land  to  be  included  in  this  RMP/EIS,  it  is  anticipated 
that  development  of  a  land  use  plan  for  the  area  will  begin  in 
1989.  The  resulting  plan  will  become  an  amendment  to  the 
Phoenix  RMP.  See  Appendix  2  in  this  document  for  a  descrip- 
tion of  the  ranches  and  for  the  interim  management  guidance 
which  will  be  in  force  until  the  land  use  plan  for  the  ranches 
is  completed. 


Introduction 

The  Proposed  Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP)  described 
in  this  chapter  was  developed  by  the  BLM's  interdisciplinary 
planning  team.  Based  on  the  preferred  alternative  of  the  draft 
RMP  (alternative  B),  this  Proposed  RMP  represents  a  complete 
plan  to  guide  future  management  of  the  public  land  in  the 
Phoenix  Resource  Area. 

Differences  between  the  Proposed  RMP  and  the  preferred 
alternative  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS  represent  changes  resulting 
from  public  and  governmental  agencies"  comments,  new  resource 
information  and  the  draft  EIS  analysis.  For  the  reader's  conven- 
ience in  making  comparisons,  differences  between  the  Proposed 
RMP  and  the  preferred  alternative  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS  are 
highlighted  in  this  chapter  and  in  chapter  four  in  bold  print. 

Wilderness  recommendations  and  grazing  management 
decisions  for  the  RMP  area  have  been  made  independently 
of  this  plan.  These  are  found  in  the  1987  Final  Phoenix 
Wilderness  EIS  and  the  1987  Range  Program  Summary  - 
Record  of  Decision  for  the  Phoenix  and  Safford  Districts.  This 
guidance  is  incorporated  into  this  RMP/FEIS  by  reference. 


General  Management  Guidance 

In  addition  to  the  management  actions  cited  in  an  approved 
RMP,  management  of  public  land  in  the  RMP  area  would  be 
guided  by  various  laws,  regulations  and  policies.  Those  which 


apply  significantly  to  programs  receiving  substantial  public  in- 
terest are  summarized  in  the  following  section.  Additional 
general  management  guidance  can  be  found  in  the  Phoenix 
Management  Situation  Analysis  (MSA)  prepared  during  the  early 
stages  of  this  planning  effort.  The  MSA  also  contains  the  RMP 
area's  inventory  results  and  a  capability  analysis  section.  The 
MSA  is  available  for  review  at  the  Phoenix  District  Office  and 
is  incorporated  here  by  reference. 


Land  Use  Management 

Land  Tenure  Adjustment.  All  land  identified  as  suitable  for 
disposal  by  sale  in  this  Proposed  RMP  meets  the  criteria  set  forth 
in  Sec.  203  (a)(1)  of  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management 
Act  (FLPMA)  of  1976  which  states  that  "...such  tract  because 
of  its  location  or  other  characteristics  is  difficult  and 
uneconomical  to  manage  as  part  of  the  public  land  and  is  not 
suitable  for  management  by  another  federal  department  or  agen- 
cy." 

All  land  would  be  disposed  of  at  fair  market  value,  excluding 
land  disposed  of  to  local  governments  under  the  Recreation  and 
Public  Purpose  Act  (R&PPA).  All  disposals  would  be  subject  to 
valid  existing  rights. 

The  BLM's  ability  to  dispose  of  land  identified  for  sale  or 
exchange  in  this  Proposed  RMP/FEIS  may  be  constrained  by 
the  existence  of  withdrawals.  Not  all  withdrawals  preclude  the 
disposal  of  the  withdrawn  land,  but  in  most  cases,  the  BLM 
would  not  dispose  of  withdrawn  land  until  the  withdrawal 
designation  has  been  lifted.  FLPMA  Sec.  204  (k)(l)  requires 
that  all  withdrawals  affecting  public  land  be  administratively 
reviewed  by  1991.  Land  that  becomes  unencumbered  through 
the  withdrawal  review  process  will  then  come  under  the  guidance 
of  recommendations  made  in  an  approved  RMP/FEIS. 

Currently,  it  is  BLM  policy  not  to  dispose  of  public  land  en- 
cumbered with  properly  recorded  unpatented  mining  claims. 
However,  disposal  actions  under  sections  203  and  206  of  FLMPA 
and  the  Act  of  June  14,  1926,  as  amended,  may  occur  if:  1)  the 
mining  claims  are  found  to  be  void  due  to  failure  by  the  claim- 
ant to  comply  with  Sec.  314  of  FLMPA,  43  USC  1744  (1982) 
and  43  CFR  3833.2-1,  2)  the  mining  claimant  relinquishes  the 
mining  claims  to  the  United  States,  3)  the  mining  claim  is  con- 
tested and  found  to  be  invalid  or  4)  a  change  in  current  policy 
allows  for  the  disposal  of  public  land  encumbered  with  mining 
claims. 
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In  addition,  any  land  identified  for  disposal  would  be  evaluated 
for  significant  cultural  resources,  threatened  and  endangered 
plants  and  animals,  floodplain/flood  hazards  and  prime  and 
unique  farmland  before  actual  transfer  of  the  land  is  completed. 

Communication  Sites.  Communication  site  applications  will 
continue  to  be  considered  on  land  identified  for  disposal  until 
such  time  as  disposal  takes  place.  On  land  retained  or  acquired, 
communication  facility  development  would  be  limited  to 
designated  sites.  Communication  site  plans  would  be  developed 
on  all  designated  sites. 


Public  Land  Withdrawals  and  Classifications.  Current 
pending  litigations  have  enjoined  the  BLM  from  terminating  or 
modifying  withdrawals  and  classifications  under  Sec.  204  (1)  and 
204  (d)  of  FLPMA.  The  BLM  has  been  congressionally  man- 
dated to  complete  all  Sec.  204  (1)  withdrawal  reviews  by  1991. 

In  general,  all  actions  proposed  in  the  approved  RMP  and  not 
prohibited  by  specific  terms  of  a  withdrawal  or  classification 
would  be  carried  out.  Actions  prohibited  by  the  specific  terms 
of  the  withdrawal  or  classification  would  remain  in  effect  until 
such  withdrawals  are  revoked  or  classifications  terminated. 


Land  Use  Authorizations.  Land  use  authorizations  (rights- 
of-way,  leases,  permits,  easements)  would  continue  to  be  issued 
on  a  case-by-case  basis  and  in  accordance  with  recommenda- 
tions in  this  Proposed  RMP/FEIS. 

Rights-of-way  would  be  issued  to  promote  the  maximum 
utilization  of  existing  right-of-way  routes,  including  joint  use 
whenever  possible. 


Minerals  Management 

Mineral  exploration  and  development  are  generally  encouraged 
on  public  land  in  keeping  with  the  Bureau's  multiple  resource 
concept.  Overall  guidance  on  the  management  of  mineral 
resources  appears  in  the  Mining  and  Minerals  Policy  Act  of  1970, 
Sec.  102  (a)(12)  of  FLMPA,  National  Materials  and  Minerals 
Policy,  Research  and  Development  Act  of  1980  and  the  BLM's 
Mineral  Resources  Policy  of  May  29,  1984. 


Utility  Corridors.  All  major  utilities  would  be  routed  through 
designated  corridors.  This  would  prevent  the  proliferation  of 
major  routes  across  public  land  and  would  reduce  adverse 
environmental  impacts  to  sensitive  resources. 

Recreation  and  Public  Purposes  Act  (R&PPA).  Under  the 
R&PP  Act.  the  BLM  has  the  authority  to  lease  or  patent  public- 
land  to  governmental  or  nonprofit  entities  for  public  parks, 
building  sites,  correction  centers  or  for  other  public  purposes. 
R&PPA  leases  and  patents  would  be  issued  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  in  this  RMP. 

To  ensure  public  purpose  development  of  public  land  slated 
for  R&PPA  transfer,  the  BLM  may  require  that  land  first  be 
leased  for  a  period  of  time  prior  to  issuing  a  patent. 


Locatable  Minerals.  Exploration  for  and  development  of 
locatable  minerals  are  provided  for  under  the  regulations  43  CFR 
3802  and  3809.  These  provide  for  mineral  development  in  con- 
junction with  resource  protection.  They  are  designed  to  prevent 
unnecessary  and  undue  degradation  of  the  environment  from 
mining  activity.  Mining  activity  within  the  planning  area  would 
continue  to  be  administered  on  a  case-by-case  basis. 

Saleable  Minerals.  Sales  of  mineral  materials  to  the  public 
would  continue  to  be  administered  on  a  case-by-case  basis  under 
regulations  in  43  CFR  3600.  Generally,  saleable  minerals  are 
sold  at  market  prices.  Free  use  permits  would  continue  to  be 
issued  to  the  state  and  local  communities  as  the  need  arises. 

Leasable  Minerals..  43  CFR  3100  to  3500  provides  the 
regulatory  framework  for  the  issuance  of  mineral  leases.  These 
regulations  apply  where  public  interest  exists  for  the  develop- 
ment of  oil,  gas,  sodium,  potassium  and  gcothermal  resources. 
The  interdisciplinary  team  has  determined  that  future  ex- 
ploration and  development  of  leasable  minerals  in  the  RMP 
area  is  only  a  remote  possibility.  Nevertheless,  constraints 
on  surface  use  within  some  special  management  areas  and 
ACECs  have  been  recommended  in  this  Proposed  RMP/FEIS 
should  development  be  proposed.  AH  land  in  the  RMP  area 
would  remain  open  to  leasing.  Should  exploration  and/or 
development  ofleasable  resources  be  pursued  during  the  life 
of  this  RMP,  special  stipulations  will  be  incorporated  into 
the  lease  agreement  after  the  results  of  site-specific 
environmental  assessments  for  each  action  are  known. 


Rangeland  Management 

The  grazing  program  in  the  RMP  area  is  managed  under 
provisions  of  the  Taylor  Grazing  Act  of  1934,  the  Federal  Land 
Policy  and  Management  Act  (FLPMA)  of  1976  and  the  Public 
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Rangelands  Improvement  Act  of  1978.  These  acts  provide  authori- 
ty for  issuing  grazing  leases/permits,  supervising  grazing  use. 
managing  grazing  use,  installing  range  improvement  facilities 
and  treatments,  acting  to  detect  and  abate  unauthorized  use  and 
taking  other  range  management  actions. 

Management  of  rangeland  resources  is  guided  by  the  Range 
Program  Summary  -  Record  of  Decision  (RPS/ROD)  which 
selected  the  Preferred  Alternative  analyzed  in  the  1987 
Eastern  Arizona  Grazing  FEIS. 

The  Grazing  RPS/ROD  complies  with  requirements  of  the 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969  and  FLPM  A  and 
covers  all  land  within  the  RMP  area.  This  RPS/ROD  pro- 
vides guidance  for  the  RMP  area's  grazing  management  pro- 
gram with  the  following  objectives:  1)  to  restore  and  improve 
rangeland  condition  and  productivity,  2)  to  provide  for  use 
and  development  of  rangeland,  3)  to  maintain  and  improve 
habitat  and  viable  wildlife  populations,  4)  to  control  future 
management  actions  and  5)  to  promote  sustained  yield  and 
multiple  use. 

All  grazing  allotments  in  the  district  have  been  assigned  to 
one  of  three  management  categories  on  the  basis  of  present 
resource  condition  and  management  needs,  range  potential ,  con- 
flicts with  other  resource  values  and  economic  potential  for  im- 
provement. See  Appendix  2  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS  for  allotment 
categorizations. 

Categorization  establishes  priorities  for  the  distribution  of 
rangeland  management  funds  in  order  to  achieve  cost-effective 
improvement  of  rangeland  conditions  and  production  on  each 
allotment.  The  three  categories  are:  "NT— Maintain,  "F— 
Improve  and  "C— Custodial.  The  "M"  category  allotments  are 
managed  to  maintain  satisfactory  conditions,  "I"  allotments  are 
managed  to  improve  unsatisfactory  conditions  and  "C" 
allotments  receive  custodial  management  to  prevent  resource 
deterioration.  Efforts  are  concentrated  in  allotments  where 
monitoring  and  evaluation  indicate  that  grazing  management  ac- 
tions are  needed  to  improve  the  basic  resource  or  to  resolve 
serious  resource-use  conflicts.  The  BLM  recategorizes 
allotments  as  management  needs  or  objectives  shift  or  potential 
for  improvement  changes. 

The  Eastern  Arizona  Grazing  Final  FEIS  provides  informa- 
tion about  ecological  condition  and  apparent  trend  for  all  RMP 
area  allotments.  The  EIS  also  identifies  the  current  carrying 
capacity,  in  animal  unit  months  (AUMs),  and  the  expected  AUM 
capabilities  of  each  allotment  as  the  EIS  range  program  is  im- 
plemented. This  information  is  shown  in  Appendix  3  of  the  draft 
RMP/EIS. 


South  Bradshaws  and  Ragged  Top  WSAs  have  been  evaluated 
and  recommended  not  suitable  for  wilderness  in  the  Arizona- 
Mohave  Wilderness  FEIS  (BLM,  Phoenix  and  Safford  Districts, 
1988).  All  WSAs  in  the  RMP  area  would  continue  to  be  managed 
under  the  BLM's  Interim  Management  Policy  until  Congress 
either  releases  them  from  review  or  designates  them  as 
wilderness.  Those  released  would  be  managed  according  to  deci- 
sions in  the  approved  Phoenix  RMP.  Those  added  to  the 
wilderness  system  would  be  managed  under  provisions  of  the 
designating  legislation. 


Wildlife  and  Special  Status  Plant 
Resource  Management 

Wildlife  and  wildlife  habitat  on  public  land  in  Arizona  are 
managed  under  a  memorandum  of  understanding  with  the 
Arizona  Game  and  Fish  Department.  State-protected  plants  arc 
managed  in  cooperation  with  the  Arizona  Commission  of 
Agriculture  and  Horticulture.  Wildlife  and  plants  which  are 
federally  listed  or  proposed  for  listing  as  either  threatened  or 
endangered  are  protected  under  provisions  of  the  Endangered 
Species  Act  of  1973,  as  amended.  Any  actions  authorized,  funded 
or  carried  out  by  a  federal  agency  which  may  affect  listed  or 
proposed  species  are  reviewed  in  cooperation  with  the  U.S.  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service.  It  is  BLM  policy  to  avoid  jeopardizing  the 
continued  existence  of  any  listed  or  proposed  species  and  to  ac- 
tively promote  species  recovery.  It  is  also  BLM  policy  to  manage 
federal  candidate  species  and  their  habitat  to  prevent  the  need 
for  listing  as  threatened  or  endangered. 

Potential  impacts  to  wildlife  and  special  status  plants  are 
analyzed  in  an  environmental  assessment  for  each  project  and 
protection  measures  may  be  stipulated  in  the  decision  record. 


Wild,  Free-Roaming  Burros 

Public  Law  92-195.  December  15,  1971  (16  USC  1331-1340.  as 
amended)  made  the  BLM  responsible  for  the  welfare  and  pro- 
tection of  unbranded  and  unclaimed  burros  found  on  public  land 
at  the  time  of  the  Act's  passage.  The  management  of  burros  on 
public  land  requires  their  removal  from  adjacent  private  or  state 
land  when  requested,  the  development  of  a  herd  management 
area  plan,  the  maintenance  of  a  herd  inventory  and  the  removal 
and  disposal  of  excess  animals  to  the  public  by  adoption,  if  possi- 
ble. The  management  of  burros  on  public  land  is  accomplished 
at  the  minimum  level  necessary  to  assure  the  herd's  free-roaming 
character,  health  and  self-sustaining  ability. 


Wilderness  Management 

The  Phoenix  Wilderness  Final  EIS  (BLM,  Phoenix  District. 
1987)  recommendations  are  incorporated  by  reference  in  this  Pro- 
posed RMP/FEIS  (see  Appendix  5  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS).  Two 
wilderness  study  areas,  the  Baboquivari  Peak  WSA  and  the 
Coyote  Mountains  WSA,  are  recommended  for  wilderness 
designation.  Hells  Canyon  WSA.  White  Canyon  WSA  and 
Picacho  Mountains  WSA  are  not  recommended  as  suitable.  The 


Cultural  Resource  Management 

Cultural  resources  on  public  land  are  protected  under  an  array 
of  laws  and  regulations.  Two  of  the  most  important  laws  are  the 
National  Historic  Preservation  Act  (NHPA)  of  1966  and  the 
Archaeological  Resources  Protection  Act  (ARPA)  of  1979.  Under 
NHPA,  potential  impacts  to  National  Register  and  National 
Register-eligible   properties  are   identified   and   measures  to 
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mitigate  those  impacts  are  developed  in  consultation  with  the 
Arizona  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  (SHPO)  and  the  Ad- 
visory Council  on  Historic  Preservation.  ARPA  prohibits  the 
excavation,  removal  or  damage  of  archaeological  resources  from 
public  land  by  unauthorized  persons.  Since  1985,  the  BLM  in 
Arizona  also  has  operated  under  terms  of  a  general  compliance 
Programmatic  Memorandum  of  Agreement  with  the  state  which 
guides  inventory  and  data  recovery  procedures  for  cultural 
resources  affected  by  BLM  actions  which  qualify  under 
criterion  "d"  of  the  National  Register,  and  a  specific  Memoran- 
dum of  Agreement  addressing  the  protection  of  cultural  resources 
in  BLM-State  land  exchanges  (memoranda  on  file  in  the  Phoenix 
District  Office). 

The  objective  of  cultural  resource  management  in  the  RMP 
area  would  continue  to  protect  the  information  potential  or  the 
public  use  values  of  properties  or  to  manage  them,  when 
applicable,  for  conservation.  The  guidelines  for  continued 
management  under  each  objective  are  found  in  Appendix  6  of 
the  draft  RMP/EIS. 


Soil,  Water  and  Air  Resources 

Soil  Resources.  The  maintenance  and  improvement  of  soil  cover 
and  productivity  would  continue  to  be  accomplished  through 
preventive  measures  and  land  treatments.  Preventive  measures 
would  be  brought  forward  in  project  planning  and  NEPA  review. 
Preventive  measures  typically  include  the  avoidance  of  erosion- 
prone  areas,  restrictions  on  type  and  season  of  use  and  closure 
to  certain  uses.  Land  treatments  would  be  identified  where  ex- 
cessively eroded  rangeland  could  be  stabilized. 

Salinity  control  measures  would  be  incorporated  into  these 
erosion  prevention  strategies  and  rehabilitation  treatments.  Land 
treatments  include  implementing  proper  grazing  systems, 
reseeding  grasses  and  forbs  to  reestablish  ground  cover,  con- 
tour furrowing,  imprinting,  prescribed  burning  and  the  construc- 
tion of  water  control  structures. 


Existing  district  procedures  meet  the  requirements  of  this 
policy.  District  procedures  may  also  require  additional  mitiga- 
tion identified  in  environmental  assessments  prepared  for  specific 
projects  or  actions. 

Water  Quality.  The  BLM  objective  for  water  quality  is  to 
ensure  that  all  waters  on  public  land  meet  or  exceed  federal  and 
state  water  quality  standards.  Generally,  the  BLM  deals  with 
nonpoint  sources  of  pollution,  which  are  addressed  in  Section 
208  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  Amendments  of 
1972  (PL-92-500)  as  amended  by  the  Water  Quality  Act  of  1987 
(PL  100-4).  The  EPA  has  designated  various  agencies  within 
the  state  as  having  the  responsibility  for  Section  208  planning. 
These  agencies  assess  nonpoint  sources  of  pollution  and  prepare 
water  quality  management  plans.  The  Arizona  Department  of 
Environmental  Quality  reports  water  quality  status  to  the  EPA 
annually. 

Impacts  to  water  quality  are  prevented  or  reduced  through  the 
application  of  specific  mitigative  measures  identified  in  project 
planning  and  NEPA  review.  Where  feasible,  watershed  improve- 
ment projects  would  be  implemented  to  increase  ground  cover 
and  ultimately  reduce  erosion,  sediment  yield  and  salinity  con- 
tributions from  public  land. 

Air  Quality.  Impacts  to  air  quality  resulting  from  activities  on 
public  land  would  be  prevented  or  reduced  through  mitigations 
brought  forward  in  NEPA  compliance  of  proposed  projects. 
Typically,  activities  on  public  land  which  might  affect  air  quality 
are  addressed  by  Article  4  (R9-3)  of  the  Arizona  Rules  and 
Regulations.  Prescribed  burning,  road  construction,  permitting 
the  construction  of  mineral  tailings  piles  and  allowing  dust  emis- 
sions from  passing  vehicles  in  vacant  lots  are  all  specifically 
addressed  in  the  regulations.  The  BLM  permit  and  NEPA  review 
processes  are  designed  to  ensure  compliance  with  these  regula- 
tions. For  identification  and  coordination  purposes,  the  BLM 
refers  to  the  State  Implementation  Plan  goals  for  air  quality 
nonattainment  areas. 


Water  Resources.  Legal  availability  of  water  is  provided  by 
assertion  of  public  water  reserve  doctrine  and  compliance  with 
state  water  law.  Maintenance  or  enhancement  of  streamflow 
would  be  achieved  pursuant  to  activity  plans  developed  for 
special  management  areas. 

Floodplain  Management.  Executive  Order  11988  directs 
federal  agencies  to  "avoid  to  the  extent  possible  the  long-  and 
short-term  adverse  impacts  associated  with  the  occupancy  and 
modification  of  floodplains  and  to  avoid  direct  and  indirect  sup- 
port of  floodplain  development  whenever  there  is  a  practicable 
alternative"  (Floodplain  Management  Guidelines,  43  CFR  6030. 
1978).  It  is  Bureau  policy  to  retain  base  (100-year)  floodplains 
except: 

Where  federal,  state,  public  and  private  institutions  and  par- 
ties have  demonstrated  the  ability  to  maintain,  restore  and  pro- 
tect the  floodplain  on  a  continuous  basis. 

Where  transfer  of  land,  minerals  or  subsurface  estates  is  man- 
dated by  legislation  or  Presidential  Order. 
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Hazardous  Materials  (HAZMAT)  Management      Recreation  Management 


The  three  laws  most  commonly  associated  with  HAZMAT  in- 
clude the  Resource  Conservation  and  Recovery  Act,  or  RCRA 
(PL  94-580),  the  Comprehensive  Environmental  Response,  Com- 
pensation and  Liability  Act,  or  CERCLA  (PL  96-510),  other- 
wise known  as  the  Superfund  Act,  and  the  Superfund  Amend- 
ment Reauthorization  Act  (E.O.  12580,  1986).  BLM  respon- 
sibilities under  these  acts  include  conformance  with  state  RCRA 
enforcement  regulations  pertaining  to  the  storage,  handling  and 
disposal  of  hazardous  materials  and  reporting  unpermitted 
HAZMAT  discharges  under  the  provisions  of  CERCLA. 


Fire  Management 

Current  fire  management  policy  for  the  RMP  area  is  to  main- 
tain full  suppression  in  all  areas.  Full  suppression  is  defined  as 
taking  sustained  and  appropriate  action  necessary  to  promptly 
suppress  wildfires.  A  fire  overhead  team,  hand  crews,  aerial  fire 
retardant,  crawler  tractors,  fire  engines  and  other  specialized 
equipment  may  be  utilized  in  the  control  effort.  Preference  is 
given  to  suppression  methods  that  are  cost-effective,  efficient 
and  are  least  damaging  to  resources  and  the  environment. 

If  fires  escape  initial  attack,  an  Escaped  Fire  Situation  Analysis 
(EFSA)  will  be  prepared  to  determine  the  most  appropriate  sup- 
pression strategy  based  on  safety,  cost  efficiency  and  effectiveness 
of  fire  suppression  resources. 

A  close  coordination  with  other  fire  organizations  with 
suppression  responsibilities  would  continue  for  areas  adjacent 
to  public  land  in  the  RMP  area.  Following  the  approval  of  this 
RMP,  special  management  area  activity  plans  developed  would 
identify  any  areas  where  prescribed  burning  would  benefit 
wildlife,  watershed  and  rangeland  resources. 


Management  prescriptions  required  to  manage  cooperative 
recreation  management  areas  (CRMAs)  would  be  jointly 
developed  in  master  plans  between  the  BLM  and  the  cooperating 
agency.  Management  prescriptions  that  would  be  addressed  in 
the  master  plan  include  ORV  travel,  signing  requirements, 
recreation  facilities,  fee  collections  and  visitor  use  allocations. 
Until  such  time  as  the  master  plans  are  developed  for  each 
CRMA.  the  BLM  would  manage  the  areas  under  the  guidance 
provided  in  this  section. 


Environmental  Management 

The  BLM  would  prepare  a  site-specific  environmental  analysis 
before  actions  in  the  approved  RMP  are  implemented.  The  en- 
vironmental analysis  would  provide  a  site-specific  assessment 
of  the  impacts  of  implementing  the  actions.  In  addition,  the  BLM 
would  conduct  wildlife,  protected  plant  and  cultural  resource 
clearances  as  a  part  of  the  environmental  analysis  process.  The 
analysis  would  also  identify  mitigation  necessary  to  reduce  the 
impacts  of  implementing  an  approved  action. 

Actions  that  are  not  specifically  identified  in  the  approved 
RMP/FEIS  would  be  analyzed  through  an  environmental  assess- 
ment or  an  EIS  in  accordance  with  NEPA  and  the  RMP  amend- 
ment (1610.5-5)  portion  of  the  planning  regulations  (43  CFR 
1600). 


The  Proposed  RMP 

This  section  of  the  RMP/FEIS  describes  in  detail  the  proposed 
action  alternative  chosen  for  study.  This  alternative  is  the  BLM- 
proposed  RMP  which  describes  the  BLM's  preferred  course  of 
action  for  managing  the  public  land  in  the  Phoenix  RMP  area. 

The  Proposed  RMP  differs  somewhat  from  the  preferred 
alternative  described  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS  due  to  the  con- 
sideration of  impacts  identified  in  the  draft  EIS,  new  infor- 
mation and  comments  received  from  the  public. 

Most  of  the  land  use  actions  identified  in  this  Proposed  RMP 
would  become  implemented  upon  the  BLM  State  Director's  sign- 
ing of  the  RMP/FEIS  Record  of  Decision  (ROD).  These  actions 
include  the  designation  of  utility  corridors,  communication  sites, 
areas  of  critical  environmental  concern,  special  management 
areas,  recreation  management  areas  and  off-road  vehicle  (ORV) 
designations. 

Other  actions  identified  in  the  Proposed  RMP  cannot  be  im- 
plemented solely  upon  the  approval  of  the  ROD  by  the  BLM 
State  Director.  For  example,  mineral  withdrawals  on  fewer  than 
5,000  acres  must  be  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
while  mineral  withdrawals  on  greater  than  5,000  acres  require 
congressional  review  (FLPMA  Sec.  204  (c)(1).  Thus,  actions 
such  as  these  may  be  recommended  in  the  approved  RMP  but 
do  not  become  valid  until  approved  by  the  appropriate  body. 
However,  all  actions  recommended  in  the  approved  RMP  will 
be  pursued. 
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This  Proposed  RMP  centers  on  resolving  the  land  tenure  ad- 
justment issue  by  establishing  Resource  Conservation  Areas 
(RCAs).  Within  these  RCAs,  the  BLM  would  retain  and  inten- 
sively manage  all  public  land  and  would  work  toward  acquiring 
state  and  private  parcels  with  resource  values  that  would  benefit 
from  public  ownership.  Acquisition  of  state  and  private  parcels 
to  consolidate  public  ownership  within  the  RCAs  would  take 
place  only  with  the  consent  of  the  Arizona  State  Land  Depart- 
ment or  the  affected  private  landowner.  Land  exchanges  would 
be  the  primary  form  of  land  acquisition.  No  land  purchases  to 
block  up  ownership  in  the  RCAs  are  anticipated. 

On  land  identified  for  disposal,  no  further  planning  decisions 
are  necessary  because  disposal  is  the  desired  land  use.  Interim 
management  on  disposal  land  would  be  as  described  under  the 
General  Management  Guidance  section  of  this  chapter.  Note 
that  identification  of  land  for  disposal  is  not  an  irrevocable  deci- 
sion. The  Proposed  RMP  identifies  large  amounts  of  land  for 
disposal;  however,  until  an  exchange  occurs  this  land  remains 
in  federal  ownership. 

Once  land  is  identified  in  an  exchange  package,  a  series  of 
steps  are  taken  before  an  actual  exchange  takes  place.  The  ex- 
change process  is  generally  described  in  Figure  2-1.  Note  that 
all  exchanges  include  a  site-specific  environmental  assessment, 
complying  with  NEPA  and  CEQ  regulations,  which  identifies 
impacts  to  resources  on  the  land.  If  a  particular  exchange  would 
negatively  impact  critical  resource  values,  the  BLM  may  opt  to 
retain  the  land.  Identifying  public  land  for  disposal  (as  required 
by  FLPMA)  is  only  the  first  step  in  the  exchange  process. 

The  following  is  a  detailed  description  of  the  Proposed  RMP 
chosen  for  study  in  this  RMP/FEIS. 


Description  of  the  Proposed  Resource 
Management  Plan 

This  alternative  is  the  BLM's  Proposed  Resource  Management 
Plan  (RMP).  The  Proposed  RMP  is  designed  to  resolve  the  six 
identified  planning  issues  and  alleviate  the  significant  manage- 
ment problems  associated  with  managing  the  RMP  area's  scat- 
tered land  ownership  pattern.  This  Proposed  RMP  is  a  revised 
version  of  the  preferred  alternative  described  in  the  draft 
RMP/EIS.  The  revision  is  based  on  the  consideration  of 
public  and  governmental  agencies'  comments  on  the  draft 
RMP/EIS,  the  results  of  the  draft  EIS  analysis  and  new 
information. 


(330.814  acres)  state  land  and  13  percent  (121,194  acres)  private 
land  (Table  2-1).  The  BLM  would  retain  all  public  land  (surface 
and  subsurface  estate)  within  the  seven  RCAs  and  pursue  the 
acquisition  of  all  state  land  through  the  BLM-State  of  Arizona 
exchange  program.  Private  land  within  the  RCAs  is  not 
specifically  identified  for  acquisition;  however,  exchange  pro- 
posals initiated  by  the  private  owners  within  these  RCAs  would 
receive  consideration  by  the  BLM. 

Outside  the  RCAs,  6,880  acres  adjacent  to  Petrified  Forest 
National  Park  and  615  acres  adjacent  to  the  Tucson  Moun- 
tain District  of  Saguaro  National  Monument  would  be  re- 
tained pending  Congressional  action  to  include  any  of  these 
parcels  in  the  U.S.  Park  System.  A  total  of  23,600  acres  out- 
side the  RCAs  would  also  be  retained  to  be  included  in  the 
Cooperative  Recreation  Management  Areas  proposed  under 
Issue  5  -  Recreation  Management. 

Also  outside  the  RCAs,  391,803  acres  of  public  land  (surface 
estate)  have  been  identified  as  suitable  for  disposal  through  the 
state  indemnity  selection  program  or  state  or  private  exchange. 
An  additional  45,000  acres  have  been  identified  as  suitable  for 
disposal  through  state  indemnity  selection,  state  or  private  ex- 
change or  sale. 

All  land  identified  as  meeting  the  FLPMA  criteria  for  disposal 
by  sale  is  identified  by  tract  in  Appendix  1  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS. 

All  disposal  land  lies  outside  the  RCAs.  The  land  is  mostly 
scattered  parcels  exhibiting  few  or  low  natural  resource  values. 
However,  some  of  the  identified  land  has  a  high  economic  value 
and  is  being  identified  for  exchange  so  that  it  may  be  used  to 
consolidate  public  ownership  within  the  RCAs.  The  BLM  may 
use  some  of  the  disposal  land  to  acquire  land  outside  the  RMP 
area  but  within  Arizona;  however,  the  blocking  up  of  the  RCAs 
within  the  RMP  area  would  receive  priority. 

Under  the  Proposed  RMP,  the  BLM  would  consolidate  sur- 
face and  subsurface  ownership  through  the  acquisition  by  ex- 
change of  nonfederal  mineral  estate  underlying  federal  surface 
holdings.  Within  the  RCAs,  Cooperative  Recreation  Manage- 
ment Areas  (CRMAs)  and  Recreation  and  Public  Purposes 
(R&PP)  leases,  the  BLM  would  retain  all  federal  subsurface 
mineral  estate  and  acquire  through  exchange  all  nonfederal  sub- 
surface estate  underlying  that  land. 

The  Proposed  RMP  also  identifies  for  disposal  all  subsurface 
mineral  estate  that  underlies  federal  surface  estate  identified  for 
disposal.  Therefore,  under  this  alternative,  all  subsurface  mineral 
estate  outside  the  RCAs,  CRMAs  and  R&PP  land  would  be  made 
available  for  disposal. 


Issue  1  -  Land  Tenure  Adjustment 

Under  the  Proposed  RMP,  the  BLM  would  consolidate  owner- 
ship and  intensively  manage  land  in  seven  Resource  Conserva- 
tion Areas  (RCAs).  Maps  2-1  through  2-3  provide  an  overview 
of  the  RCAs  being  proposed.  More  detailed  drawings  of  the  RCAs 
are  shown  in  the  map  section  at  the  end  of  this  chapter  (see  Maps 
2-4  through  2-10).  Altogether  the  seven  RCAs  contain  49  per- 
cent (437,476  acres)  public  land  (surface  estate),  38  percent 
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TABLE  2-1 

Resource  Conservation  Areas 
Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Phoenix  District,  Arizona 


Federal  Surface 

State  Surface 

Private  Surface 

Total 

RCA 

(acres) 

(acres) 

(acres) 

(acres) 

Baboquivari 

9.500 

20,440 

7.540 

37.480 

Silver  Bell 

104,176 

2,054 

13,884 

150,114 

Picacho  Mountains 

6.400 

7,980 

0 

14,380 

White  Canyon 

132,400 

97,980 

32,420 

262,800 

Black  Canyon 

34,490 

73,440 

15,050 

122,980 

Lake  Pleasant 

149,560 

97,640 

49,880 

297,080 

Tanner  Wash 

950 

1,280 

2,420 

4,650 

TOTAL  ACRES 

437,476 

330,814 

121,194 

889,484 

Source:  Phoenix  District  files 


Issue  2  -  Utility  Corridors  and  Communication 
Sites 

Under  the  Proposed  RMR  seven  utility  corridors  would  be 
designated.  Maps  2-11  through  2-13  at  the  end  of  this  chapter 
show  the  routes  of  each  corridor.  These  corridors  identify  priori- 
ty routes  for  major  utility  systems.  All  the  corridors  except  for 
the  Black  Canyon  corridor  would  be  one  mile  in  width.  The 
Black  Canyon  corridor  would  be  two  miles  wide  to  prevent 
overcrowding. 


Generally,  the  corridors  are  routed  either  along  existing  utili- 
ty systems  or  are  routed  so  as  to  avoid  known  high  resource  value 
areas.  Routes  for  the  corridors  are  identified  only  within  the 
RCAs  because  public  land  outside  the  RCAs  is  so  scattered  that 
designation  of  useful  corridors  is  impractical. 

The  recommended  utility  corridors  identify  the  BLM's  prefer- 
red utility  systems  routings.  However,  with  the  exception  of  those 
areas  identified  in  this  RMP  as  closed  to  right-of-way  develop- 
ment, the  RMP  area  is  generally  open  to  right-of-way  develop- 
ment on  a  case-by-case  basis. 

Under  the  Proposed  RMP,  five  communication  sites  would 
be  designated.  Two  of  these,  Confidence  Peak  and  the  Kelvin 
site,  were  identified  in  the  1974  Silver  Bell  and  1976  Middle  Gila 
Management  Framework  Plans  (MFPs).  These  already 
designated  sites  would  continue  to  be  managed  for  communica- 
tion facilities  under  the  Proposed  RMP  and  Newman  Peak  (site 
development  dependent  upon  congressional  determination  of 
wilderness  suitability).  Pan  Quemado  Peak  and  the  White  Tank 
Mountains  would  be  formally  designated  as  communication  sites. 
Table  2-2  shows  each'of  the  recommended  communication  sites. 


TABLE  2-2 

Communication  Sites 
Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Phoenix  District,  Arizona 


Name 

Location 

Acres 

White  Tanks 

T.  3  N..  R.  3  W., 
section  27.  28 

50 

Newman  Peak 

T.  8  S.,  R.  9  E., 
section  15.  22.  27 

60 

Confidence  Peak 

T.  12  S..  R.  8  E., 
section  3 

20 

Kelvin  Site 

T.  4  S.  R.  13  E.. 
section  19 

25 

Pan  Quemado 

T.   13  S..  R.  9  E., 
section  1.2.   11,  12 
T.   14  S..  R.  9  E.. 

160 

section  35 

Source:  Phoenix  District  Files 
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Under  the  Proposed  RMP,  communication  facility  placement 
within  the  RCAs  would  be  allowed  only  on  the  four  designated 
sites  (the  White  Tanks  site  is  outside  an  RCA).  Land  identified 
for  disposal  would  generally  be  left  open  for  communication  site 
development  on  a  case-by-case  basis.  Thus,  the  BLM  would  con- 
sider site  applications  on  this  disposal  land  until  such  time  as 
disposal  takes  place. 


Issue  3  -  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental 
Concern  (ACECs)  and  Special  Management 
Areas 

Under  the  Proposed  RMP,  six  ACECs  encompassing  10,121 
acres  of  public  land  would  be  designated.  An  additional  2,600 
acres  of  state  and  3,680  acres  of  private  land  within  these  six 
ACEC  boundaries  would  be  designated  upon  acquisition.  Also 
under  the  Proposed  RMP,  9,440  acres  of  federal  and  state  land 
on  Perry  Mesa  would  be  designated  as  an  ACEC  upon  the 
acquisition  of  the  state  land.  Management  prescriptions  and 
acreages  for  each  ACEC  are  shown  in  Table  2-3.  Maps  2-14 
through  2-19  show  the  boundaries  of  each  ACEC. 

Each  ACEC  recommended  under  the  Proposed  RMP  was 
nominated  for  such  a  designation  either  by  the  public  or  by  the 
BLM  planning  team.  The  planning  team  determined  that  each 
meets  the  relevance  and  importance  criteria  required  by  the  BLM 
planning  regulations  (CFR  1610.7-2  (a)). 

Under  the  Proposed  RMP,  19  special  management  areas 
(SMAs)  would  be  designated.  Although  these  areas  do  not  meet 
the  relevance  and  importance  criteria  established  for  designa- 
tion as  ACECs,  they  do  contain  important  resource  values  that 


ACECs 


would  benefit  from  some  type  of  enhanced  management.  All 
SMAs  are  within  the  seven  resource  conservation  areas  iden- 
tified under  this  Proposed  RMP.  Table  2-4  describes  each  SMA, 
provides  information  on  the  management  goals  for  each  SMA 
and  describes  actions  that  are  planned  to  attain  those  goals.  Maps 
2-20  through  2-25  show  the  boundaries  of  each  SMA  under  the 
Proposed  RMP.  Two  SMAs.  the  Middle  Gila  Cultural  Resource 
Management  Area  and  the  Gila  River  Riparian  Management 
Area,  are  on  land  currently  under  withdrawal.  Actions  in  these 
SMAs  would  only  be  implemented  in  cooperation  with  the  agen- 
cy that  currently  manages  the  withdrawn  land. 

Table  2-4  shows  that  seven  of  the  19  SMAs  would  be  designated 
as  multiple  resource  management  areas.  These  contain  nine  graz- 
ing allotments  for  which  the  BLM  would  develop  coordinated 
resource  management  plans  (CRMPs)  to  provide  direction  for 
managing  all  the  significant  resources  within  the  allotments.  The 
nine  allotments  were  chosen  by  the  BLM's  interdisciplinary  plan- 
ning team  for  CRMP  development  because  all  contain  signifi- 
cant resource  values  that  would  benefit  from  intensive  manage- 
ment. Appendix  4  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS  shows  the  relevant 
resource  values  in  each  of  the  nine  allotments. 

Allotments  receiving  priority  for  special  management  are  those 
exhibiting  significant  potential  for  range  and  watershed  improve- 
ment. Some  also  have  key  riparian,  protected  plant  or  wildlife 
habitat.  While  other  allotments  might  benefit  from  a  CRMP, 
these  nine  are  all  the  BLM  can  realistically  include  within  this 
planning  cycle. 
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TABLE  2-3 

Areas  Proposed  for  ACEC  Designation 
Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Phoenix  District,  Arizona 


Proposed 

Federal,  State, 

Current  Designation 

Planned* 

Name 

Private  Acres 

or  Classification 

Importance 

Relevance 

Actions 

Baboquivari 

F  2.070 

Public  land  portion 

Outstanding 

Great  religious 

Designate  an  ACEC:  close 

Peak  ACEC 

S     240 

(2.070  acres)  a  wil- 

natural land- 

significance to 

to  motorized  vehicles: 

P     720 

derness  study  area; 

mark  with 

Tohono  O'Odham 

prohibit  land  use  author- 

3.030 

recommended  for  wil- 

significant 

Indians 

izations:  acquire  960 

derness  designation 

wildlife. 

acres:  obtain  legal  access: 

in  the  Phoenix 

botanical  and 

initiate  mineral  with- 

Wilderness FEIS 

cultural  value 

drawal**  on  all  federal  sub- 
surface (2.900  ac):  develop 
activity  plan:  prohibit  sur- 
face occupancy  for  oil/gas 
development. 

Waterman 

F  1,960 

1.960  public  acres 

Habitat  sup- 

One of  two 

Designate  an  ACEC;  limit  mo- 

Mountains 

S     600 

identified  in  1986 

ports  a  feder- 

localities 

torized  vehicles  to  designated 

ACEC 

P     540 

HMP  as  endangered 

ally  listed 

in  U.S.:  major 

roads  and  trails:  prohibit 

3.100 

species  habitat 

endangered 

threat  from 

land  use  authorizations  ex- 

plant 

mining  activity 
identified 

cept  along  existing  roads: 
acquire  1,140  acres;  initi- 
ate mineral  withdrawal  on 
all  2,320  ac.  federal  sub- 
surface: implement  approved 
HMP:  prohibit  surface 
occupancy  for  oil/gas  de- 
velopment. 

While  Canyon 

F  1.920 

1.920  public  acres 

Outstanding 

Mineral  ex- 

Designate an  ACEC;  close 

ACEC 

S     480 

within  the  White 

scenic,  wild- 

ploration 

White  Canyon  to  motorized 

2.400 

Canyon  Wilderness 

life  and  cul- 

identified as 

vehicles  and  limit 

Study  Area;  recom- 

tural values 

potential 

motorized  travel  elsewhere 

mended  not  suitable 

threat:  public 

to  designated  roads  and 

for  wilderness  in 

and  management 

trails;  prohibit  land  use 

Phoenix  Wilder- 

interest in 

authorizations;  acquire  480 

ness  FEIS 

preserving 
scenic  and 
riparian  values 

acres:  develop  an  activity 
plan;  prohibit  surface  oc- 
cupancy for  oil/gas  develop- 
ment. 

Larry  Canyon 

F 80 

Rare  pristine 

Special 

Designate  an  ACFX;  close 

ACEC 

80 

riparian  de- 

features of 

entire  area  to  motorized 

ciduous  forest 

considerable 

vehicles;  prohibit  land  use 

within  desert 

value  for 

authorizations;  initiate 

ecosystem 

studies  of  a 
desert  riparian 
system 

mineral  withdrawal  on  80 
ac.  federal  subsurface;  de- 
velop an  activity  plan: 
prohibit  domestic  livestock 
grazing;  prohibit  surface 
occupancy  for  oil/gas  de- 

continued on  next  page) 

velopment. 

y?fa 
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PROPOSED  ACECs 


TABLE  2-3  (continued) 

Areas  Proposed  for  ACEC  Designation 
Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Phoenix  District,  Arizona 


Proposed 
Name 

Federal,  State, 
Private  Acres 

Current  Designation 

or  Classification 

importance 

Relevance 

Tanner  Wash 
ACEC 

F      950 

S    1.2X0 
P  2.420 

4.650 

420  public  acres 
identified  in  1985 

HMP  as  endangered 
species  habitat 

Habitat  sup- 
ports a  feder- 
erally  li.sted 
endangered 
plant 

Only  locality 
known  for  the 
plant;  collect- 
ing pressures, 
urbanization 
and  grazing 
identified 
threats 

Appleton- 

Whittell 
ACEC 


Perry  Mes 
ACEC 


F  3.141 
3.141 


Public  land  portion 
of  the  Appleton- 
Whittell  Biological 
Research  Sanctuary 
managed  by  National 
Audubon  Society 


Unique  labor- 
atory lor 
studying 
effects  of  non- 
grazing  on  a 
desert  grass- 
land 


F     960 

S  8.480 


9.440 


960  public  acres 
are  a  National 
Register  Archaeolog- 
ical District 


Exhibits  a 
unique  blend  of 
three  prehis- 
toric cultures 


Management  ob- 
jective to  co- 
operate in  re- 
search objec- 
jectives  of  the 
Research  Ranch 


Vandalism  iden- 
tified as 
serious  threat 


Source:  Phoen 

♦Planned  A 

**  Mineral 
Withdrawal 


ix  District  file 
ions 


Planned  actions  will  apply  to  current  land  and,  upon  acquisition,  to  private  and  state  land. 
Subject  to  valid  existing  rights,  the  identified  area  would  be  closed  to  mining  claim 
location,  mineral  leasing  and  mineral  sales.  Unless  stated  otherwise,  nonfederal  lands  acqui 
closed  to  operation  of  the  mining  laws.  Expired  leases  may  not  be  renewed.  Mining  claims 
validity  and  contested  if  appropriate,  as  determined  by  the  BLM  State  Director. 


Planned* 
Actions 


Designate  an  ACEC;  close  30 
acres  to  motorized  vehicles: 
limit  motorized  travel  else- 
where to  designated  roads  and 
trails;  prohibit  land  use 
authorizations;  acquire 
land;  initiate  mineral 
withdrawal  on  all  federal 
subsurface  (950  ac);  conti- 
nue to  implement  HMP: 
prohibit  surface  occupancy 
for  oil/gas  development. 

Designate  an  ACEC:  limit 
motorized  vehicles  to 
designated  roads  and  trails: 
prohibit  land  use  actions 
except  as  authorized  by 
Research  Ranch;  do  not  open 
to  mineral  location,  leasing 
or  sales;  implement  1986 
BLM/National  Audubon  Society 
MOU;  prohibit  surface 
occupancy  for  oil/gas  lease 
development. 

Designate  ACEC  upon  acquisi- 
tion of  8.480  slate  acres; 
limit  motorized  vehicles  to 
designated  roads/trails;  de- 
velop an  activity  plan;  ac- 
quire 8.484  acres. 


red  within  the  ACEC  boundary  will  be 
within  the  ACEC  may  be  examined  for 
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Special 
Management 
Area  (SMA) 


Coyote  Mountains 
Recreation 
Management  Area 


Agua  Blanco 
Ranch  Multiple 
Resource  Manage- 
ment Area 


Cocoraque  Buttc- 
Waterman  Mtns 
Multiple  Resource 
Manaaement  Area 


Silver  Bell 
Desert  Bighorn 
Sheep  Management 
Area 


Avra  Valley 
Cultural  Resource 
Management  Area 


TABLE  2-4 

Areas  Proposed  for  Special  Management 
Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Phoenix  District,  Arizona 


Federal,  State, 

and  Private 

Acres 


Current 
Designation 


F        5,080 
S  320 

P    320 

5.720 


F       14,419 

S&P  2,280 

16,699 


F      34.749 

S&P  13,227 

47,976 


F      39,170 

S       1 1 ,450 

P        6.180 

56.800 


2,720 


acres  BLM 
WSA:  recommend- 
ed for  wilderness 
designation  in 
1987  Final  Phoe- 
nix Wilderness 
EIS 

None 


None 


4,460  acres  in- 
cludes Ragged 
Top  WSA,  recomm- 
ended not  suita- 
ble for  wilder- 
ness in  the  Ari- 
zona-Mohave  Wil- 
derness FEIS 

Contains  Cocora- 
que Butte  Na- 
tional Register 
Historic  District 


Management  Goals 


Manage  to  enhance  recre- 
ation values;  increase 
public  ownership  of  state 
and  private  holdings 


Improve  watershed  condition 
to  satisfactory;  increase 
soil  cover;  reduce  sediment 
yield;  improve  ecological 
site  condition  to  good; 
promote  recovery  of  an  endan- 
gered plant 

Improve  watershed  condition 
to  satisfactory;  increase 
soil  cover;  reduce  sediment 
yield;  improve  ecological 
site  condition  to  good; 
promote  recovery  of  endan- 
gered plant 

Improve  habitat  condition 
for  desert  bighorn  sheep 


Manage  14  properties  for 
information  potential 
and  1  for  conservation 
values 


Planned  Actions 


Obtain  legal  access;  develop  an 
activity  plan;  prohibit  land 
use  authorizations;  limit  ve- 
hicular travel  to  designated 
roads  and  trails;  prohibit  sur- 
face occupancy  for  oil  /gas 
development;  acquire  land. 

Develop  an  activity  plan;  limit 
motorized  vehicles  to  existing 
roads  and  trails;  acquire  land. 


Develop  an  activity  plan;  limit 
motorized  vehicles  to  existing 
roads  and  trails;  acquire  land. 


Develop  an  activity  plan;  pro- 
hibit surface  occupancy  for  oil/ 
gas  development  on  800  acres 
of  Ragged  Top;  limit  motorized 
vehicles  to  existing  roads 
and  trails  except  close  800 
acres  on  Ragged  Top;  acquire 
land. 

Develop  an  activity  plan;  limit 
motorized  vehicles  to  existing 
roads  and  trails. 


Santa  Ana  del 
Chiquiburitac 


Picacho 
Mountains 
Desert  Tortoise 
Manaaement  Area 


20 


F        6,400 

S     _J,980 

14,380 


National  Register 
Historic  Places 


6,400  acres  a  WSA 
recommended  not 
suitable  for  wil- 
derness in  Phoe- 
nix Wilderness 
FEIS 


Manage  for  public  educa- 
tion/interpretative values 


Maintain  existing  desert 
tortoise  populations; 
obtain  population  data  for 
hiah  and  low  elevation 


Develop  an  activity  plan;  close 
to  motorized  vehicles.  Prohibit 
surface  occupancy  for  oil/gas 
development. 

Develop  a  management  plan;  acquire 
land;  prohibit  surface  occupancy 
of  oil/gas  leases;  close  6.400 
ac.  to  motorized  vehicles;  limit 
travel  on  7.980  ac.  to  designated 
roads. 


Grayback 
Mountain-Box  O 
Wash  Multiple 
Resource 
Manaaement  Area 


Reymert  Townsite 
Cultural  Resource 
Manaaement  Area 


F      24,045 

S&PJ6.58I 

40.626 


None 


20       None 


Improve  watershed  condition 
to  satisfactory;  increase 
soil  cover;  reduce  sediment 
yield  and  salinity  dis- 
charge; improve  ecological 
site  condition  to  good;  en- 
hance stream  flow  and  water 
quality 

Manage  for  public  educa- 
tion/interpretative values 


Develop  an  activity  plan; 
acquire  land;  limit  motorized 
vehicles  to  existing  roads  and 
trails. 


Develop  an  activity  plan;  close 
to  motorized  vehicles. 


Middle  Gila 
Cultural  Resource 
Management  Area 


F      21.940  Under  withdrawal 

S         7.240  for  federal 

P         1 .520  water  projects 
30,700 


Manage  for  information, 
public  and  conservation 
values 


Develop  an  activity  plan;  limit 
motorized  vehicles  to  existing 
roads  and  trails;  acquire  land. 


(continued  on  next  page) 
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Special 
Management 
Area  (SMA) 

Gila  River 
Riparian 
Management  Area 


Black  Canyon 
Granite  Sales 
Management  Area 

Cordes  Junction 
Multiple  Resource 
Management  Area 


Sycamore  Creek 
Multiple  Resource 
Manaacment  Area 


Bumble  Bee 
Multiple  Resource 
Management  Area 


Williams  Mesa 
Multiple  Resource 
Management  Area 


Hassayampa  River 
Riparian 
Management  Area 


Hells  Canyon 
Recreation 
Management  Area 


Lake  Pleasant 
Burro  Herd 
Management  Area 


TABLE  2-4  (continued) 

Areas  Proposed  for  Special  Management 
Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Phoenix  District,  Arizona 


Federal,  State, 

and  Private 

Acres 


F     15  miles 


F         8.763 

S&P   5.846 

14.609 


F 

S&P 


2,423 
1,396 
3,819 


F       12,832 

S&P  39,433 

52.265 


F       27,384 

S&P  23.346 

59.735 


80.800 


Current 
Designation 


Under  withdrawal 
for  federal 
water  projects 


160       None 


None 


None 


None 


None 


F 
S 

12  miles 
4  miles 

Part  of  Hassa- 
yampa River  WSA 

16  miles 

recommended  not 
suitable  for  wil- 
derness designa- 
tion in  1987 
Final  Phoenix 
Wilderness  EIS 

F 
S 

P 

9,379 
640 
720 

9.379  acres  WSA; 
recommended  not 
suitable  for  wil- 

10.739 

derness  designa- 
tion in  Phoenix 
Wilderness  FEIS 

F 
S 
P 

57,412 
13,795 
9,593 

None 

Management  Goals 


Improve  condition  of  ripar- 
ian vegetation  and  aquatic 
habitat  for  native  fish; 
enhance  water  quality; 
limit  salinity  discharges 

Manage  as  a  granite 
extraction  area 

Improve  watershed  condition 
to  satisfactory;  improve 
condition  of  riparian  veg- 
etation; improve  native 
fish  habitat;  enhance  water 
quality  and  stream  How; 
increase  soil  cover;  reduce 
sediment  yield;  improve  eco- 
logicial  site  condition  to 
good 

Improve  condition  of  ri- 
parian vegetation;  improve 
native  fish  habitat;  en- 
hance stream  flow  and  water 
quality;  increase  soil  cov- 
er and  reduce  sediment 
yield;  improve  pronghorn 
habitat  and  facilitate 
their  movement 

Improve  watershed  condition 
to  satisfactory;  improve 
condition  of  riparian  veg- 
etation; improve  native 
fish  habitat;  enhance  water 
quality  and  stream  flow; 
increase  soil  cover;  reduce 
sediment  yield;  improve  eco- 
logical site  condition  to 
good;  reintroduce  native 
fish,  if  feasible 

Improve  watershed  condition 
to  satisfactory;  improve 
riparian  vegetation  condi- 
tion; improve  native  fish 
habitat  and  reintroduce  na- 
tive fish,  if  feasible;  en- 
hance stream  flow  and  water 
quality;  increase  soil  cov- 
er; reduce  sediment  yield; 
improve  ecological  site  con- 
dition to  good 

Improve  condition  of  ripar- 
ian habitat;  improve  condi- 
tion of  native  fish  habitat 
and  reintroduce  native  fish, 
if  feasible:  enhance  water 
quality 


Manage  to  maintain  primi- 
tive recreation  values 


Maintain  habitat  for  burros; 
maintain  an  80-animal  herd 


Planned  Actions 


Develop  an  activity  plan;  limit 
motorized  vehicles  to  existing 
roads  and  trails;  prohibit  sur- 
face occupancy  for  oil/gas 
development  in  riparian  zone. 

Develop  an  activity  plan. 


Develop  an  activity  plan;  pro- 
hibit surface  occupancy  of 
oil/gas  leases  in  riparian 
zones;  prohibit  land  use  au- 
thorizations in  riparian  areas; 
limit  motorized  vehicles  to  ex- 
isting roads  and  trails; 
acquire  land. 


Develop  an  activity  plan;  pro- 
hibit surface  occupancy  for  oil/ 
gas  development  in  riparian 
zones;  prohibit  land  use  au- 
thorizations in  riparian  areas; 
limit  motorized  vehicles  to  ex- 
isting roads  and  trails; 
acquire  land. 

Develop  an  activity  plan;  pro- 
hibit surface  occupancy  for  oil/ 
gas  development  in  riparian 
areas;  prohibit  land  use  au- 
thorizations in  riparian  areas: 
limit  motorized  vehicles  to 
designated  roads  and  trails; 
acquire  land. 


Develop  an  activity  plan;  pro- 
hibit surface  occupancy  for  oil/ 
gas  development  in  riparian 
areas;  prohibit  land  use  au- 
thorizations in  riparian  areas: 
close  3.5  miles  of  Tule  Creek 
to  motorized  vehicles,  else- 
where limited  to  existing  roads 
and  trails;  acquire  land. 


Develop  an  activity  plan;  limit 
motorized  vehicles  to  existing 
roads  and  trails;  prohibit  sur- 
face occupancy  for  oil/gas 
leases  in  riparian  areas;  pro- 
hibit land  use  authorizations 
in  riparian  areas;  acquire 
land. 

Develop  an  activity  plan;  limit 
motorized  vehicles  to  designated 
roads  and  trails;  acquire  land. 


Develop  a  herd  management  plan; 
acquire  land. 


Source:  Phoenix  District  files. 
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Issue  4  -  Off-Road  Vehicle  Designations 

Under  the  Proposed  RMP.  vehicular  travel  would  be  limited 
to  existing  roads  and  trails  on  all  the  RMP  area's  public  land 
with  the  exception  of  those  areas  specifically  identified  as  closed 
or  where  travel  would  be  limited  to  designated  roads  and 
trails. 

A  total  of  11,761  acres  and  6.5  miles  of  existing  roads  or  trails 
would  be  closed  to  vehicular  traffic  under  this  alternative.  The 
closed  areas  and  areas  where  vehicular  travel  would  be  limited 
to  designated  roads  and  trails  are  listed  under  the  appropriate 
ACEC  or  special  management  area  recommendations  in  Tables 
2-3  and  2-4. 


Issue  5  -  Recreation  Management 

Under  the  Proposed  RMP,  the  Coyote  Mountains  and  Hells 
Canyon  would  become  BLM  special  recreation  management 
areas  (see  Maps  2-20  and  2-25).  Table  2-4  describes  the  manage- 
ment goals  and  planned  actions  the  BLM  would  take  to  enhance 
recreation  opportunities  in  these  two  areas.  The  Coyote  Moun- 
tains and  Hells  Canyon  are  now  wilderness  study  areas  (WSAs). 
Management  of  these  two  WSAs  as  recreation  management  areas 
would  occur  only  if  the  two  areas  are  not  designated  wilderness 
by  Congress. 

Table  2-5  identifies  land  slated  for  development  as  Cooperative 
Recreation  Management  Areas  (CRMAs).  Five  CRMAs  would 
be  established  under  the  Proposed  RMP  (see  Maps  2-26  through 
2-30  at  the  end  of  this  chapter). 

These  CRMAs  exhibit  significant  recreation  values  and  have 
been  identified  by  county  and  state  governments  as  important 
areas  for  intensive  recreation  uses.  For  each  of  these  CRMAs. 
the  BLM  and  the  cooperating  government  agency  would  jointly 
develop  a  cooperative  management  agreement  detailing  the  role 
of  each  in  managing  recreation  activities  in  the  CRMA. 

The  areas  recommended  for  CRMA  designation  and  acreages 
are  as  follows: 


Lake  Pleasant  —  6,760  acres  BLM;  29,840  acres  state;  3,260 
acres  private.  The  BLM,  Bureau  of  Reclamation  (BOR)  and 
Maricopa  County  would  work  to  acquire  up  to  29,360  state 
acres  and  2,140  acres  of  private  land. 

San  Tan  Mountains  —  6,880  -  BLM,  480  -  state,  0  -  private. 
The  BLM  would  work  to  acquire  480  state  acres. 

Black  Canyon  Trails  —  3,534  -  BLM,  0  -  state.  0  -  private. 

Tortolita  Mountains  —  1.560  -  BLM,  9,480  -  state.  6,440 
-  private.  The  BLM  would  work  to  acquire  up  to  2,790  state 
acres. 


5.  Sawtooth  Mountains  —  15,188  -  BLM,  640  -  state,  0  - 
private.  The  BLM  would  work  to  acquire  640  acres  of  state 
land. 

Under  the  Proposed  RMP,  several  parcels  would  be  slated  for 
transfer  to  local  governments  or  agencies  under  the  R&PPA.  This 
land  would  initially  be  retained  in  federal  ownership  until  such 
time  as  the  grantee  files  an  R&PP  lease  application  and  has  an 
approved  plan  of  development  for  those  parcels.  Table  2-5  iden- 
tifies the  land  scheduled  for  transfer  under  the  R&PP  Act.  Land 
recommended  for  R&PPA  transfer  was  identified  by  local  govern- 
ment entities  during  the  RMP  scoping  process.  Land  recom- 
mended for  R&PPA  transfer  under  the  Proposed  RMP  includes: 
1)  Goldfield,  to  the  City  of  Apache  Junction  for  park  develop- 
ment (1,140  acres),  2)  Saginaw  Hill  (460  acres)  and  Tucson 
Mountain  Park  Extension  (600  acres),  to  Pima  County  for  park 
development  and  3)  Picacho  Reservoir  (350  acres)  and  Zion 
Reservoir  (280  acres),  to  the  Arizona  Game  and  Fish  Depart- 
ment for  the  protection  of  wildlife  values  (sec  maps  2-31  through 
2-34  at  the  end  of  this  chapter). 


TABLE  2-5 

CRMA  and  R&PP  Land 

Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Phoenix  District,  Arizona 


Parcel 


Proposed  RMP 


Black  Canyon  Trails 

Lake  Pleasant 

San  Tan  Mountains 

Tortolita  Mountains 

Picacho  Reservoir 

Goldfield 

Zion  Reservoir 

Saginaw  Hill 

Tucson  Mountain  Park  Ext. 

Sawtooth  Mountains 


CRMA* 

CRMA 

CRMA 

CRMA 

R&PPA** 

R&PPA 

R&PPA 

R&PPA 

R&PPA 

CRMA 


*CRMA  -    A  Cooperative  Recreation  Management  Area 
where  the  BLM  enters  into  a  cooperative 
management  agreement  with  a  local  government 
agency  to  manage  recreation  land. 

**R&PPA  -  Recreation  and  Public  Purpose  Act  under  which 
the  BLM  transfers  title  of  a  parcel  to  a  manag- 
ing agency.  This  land  must  be  used  for  public 
purposes  by  the  grantee. 

Source:  Phoenix  District  files. 
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LAND  CLASSIFICATIONS 


Issue  6  -  Land  Classifications 

The  RMP  area  is  currently  encumbered  by  five  multiple  use 
classifications  affecting  12,177  acres.  Under  the  Proposed  RMP, 
the  five  classifications  identified  in  Table  2-6  would  be 
terminated. 

Land  currently  under  these  classifications  would  return  to 
multiple  use  management  and  would  be  managed  under  the 
guidance  of  this  RMP. 


JftalBWiPVB&H    Jk. 


TABLE  2-6 

Multiple  Use  Classifications  Recommended  for  Revocation 

Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Phoenix  District,  Arizona 


Serial 
Number 


Acres 


Classification 
Date 


Segregated  From 


A-662 


(Oracle  Junction) 


A-918 


2,974 
5,083 


(Coyote  Mountains) 


*A-922  437 

(Fred  J.  Weiler  Greenbelt) 


A-1821  3,657 

(Baboquivari  Mountains) 

**A-1029  26 

(Lost  Dutchman  State  Park) 


12-14-1967 
11-18-1967 
08-31-1967 

12-12-1969 
10-06-1967 


Agricultural  Laws,  Private  Exchange,  State 
Selection,  Mining,  State  Exchange,  RS  2455  Sales 

Agricultural  Laws,  Private  Exchange,  RS  2455 
Sales,  State  Selection.  Act:  09-19-1964  Sale 

Agricultural  Laws,  RS  2455  Sales,  Private 
Exchange,  State  Exchange,  State  Selection,  RS  2477, 
Mining  Laws 

Agricultural  Laws,  RS  2455  Sales,  Act: 
09-19-1964  Sale 

Agricultural  Laws,  RS  2455  Sales,  Act: 
09-19-1964  Sale,  R&PP  Act,  Private 
Exchange,  State  Exchange,  State  Selection,  RS  2477, 
Mining  Laws 


*    This  area  is  and  would  remain  under  PLO  1015  withdrawal  to  benefit  wildlife. 
**  This  area  has  been  transferred  to  the  state  under  the  R&PPA. 
Source:  Phoenix  District  files. 
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PROPOSED  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 


Proposed  RMP  And  Draft  Preferred 
Alternative  Compared 

The  Proposed  RMP  differs  from  the  preferred  alternative 
described  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS  primarily  in  the  configura- 
tion and  size  of  several  proposed  RCAs.  These  differences 
are  shown  in  Table  2-7  and  on  Maps  2-6  through  2-10  at  the 
end  of  this  chapter  when  compared  with  the  same  numbered 
maps  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS. 


TABLE  2-7 

RCA  Acres  Compared 

Bureau  of  Land  Management  Phoenix  District,  Arizona 


RCA 

Draft  Preferred  Alternative 

Proposed  RMP 

Baboquivari 

37,480 

No  change 

Silver  Bell 

150,114 

No  change 

Picacho  Mountains 

6,400 

14,380 

White  Canyon 

330,770 

262,800 

Black  Canyon 

117,780 

122,980 

Lake  Pleasant 

275,290 

297,080 

Tanner  Wash 

3,740 

4,650 

TOTAL  ACRES 

921,574 

889,484 

Source:  Phoenix  District  files. 


White  Canyon  RCA  acreages  are  decreased  under  the  Pro- 
posed RMP  while  those  of  the  other  proposed  RCAs  remain 
unchanged  or  are  increased.  The  decrease  under  the  White 
Canyon  proposal  was  made  because  the  Arizona  State  Land 
Department  is  unwilling  to  consider  the  exchange  of  its  land 
in  the  southwest  corner  of  the  RCA  as  proposed  in  the  draft 
plan's  preferred  alternative.  Without  the  possibility  of 
acquiring  this  state  land,  the  public  land  in  the  same  region 
would  be  isolated  from  the  rest  of  the  proposed  RCA.  The 
decision  to  identify  this  isolated  block  of  public  land  for 
disposal  in  the  Proposed  RMP  was  made  when  the  state 
declared  its  willingness  to  exchange  additional  land  to  sup- 
port expanded  boundaries  for  several  of  the  other  proposed 
RCAs.  The  acquisition  of  additional  desert  tortoise  habitat 
(Picacho  Mountains  RCA)  and  riparian  areas  (Lake  Plea- 
sant and  Black  Canyon  RCAs),  for  instance,  would  be  possi- 
ble only  by  identifying  additional  public  land  for  disposal. 


Monitoring  And  Evaluating  The 
Proposed  RMP 

The  effect  on  the  environmental  issues  of  implementing 
the  Proposed  RMP  would  be  monitored  and  evaluated  ac- 
cording to  the  schedule  and  methods  shown  in  Table  2-8. 
Other  environmental  values,  not  now  considered  issues, 
would  be  incorporated  into  the  plan  through  the  amendment 
process  and  formally  monitored  if  these  values  deteriorated 
significantly  during  the  life  of  the  RMP. 


Junegrass 
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MONITORING  AND  EVALUATION  PLAN 


TABLE  2-8 

Resource  Monitoring  and  Evaluation  Plan 
Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Phoenix  District,  Arizona 


Element 

Item 

Location 

Technique 

Unit  of 
Measure 

Frequency 
&  Duration 

Minerals 

Material 
sales 

Black  Canyon 
Community  pit 

Standardized 
appraisal  methods. 

Tons 

Annually 

Mineral  explor- 
ation and 
development 

WSAs.  ACF.Cs 
and  SMAs 

Site  inspection 

Acres  of 
disturbance 

Same 

Cultural 
Resources 

Site  vandalism 
(including  ORV 
damage) 

Perry  Mesa  ACEC. 
Santa  Ana  del  - 
Chiquiburitac. 
Reymert,  Middle 
Gila,  Avra  Valley 

Site  inspection  (air 
and  ground):  photo 
documentation 

Number  of  sites 
disturbed/major 
disturbances  on 
given  site 

Annually 

Natural 
degradation 

Same 

Site  inspection 
(ground);  photo  - 
documentation  of 
sensitive  portions  of 
selected  properties 

Number  of 

deteriorating 

features 

Same 

Watershed 

Soil  loss 

9  allotments  in 
7  SMAs 

Paired1  runoff 
plots 

Tons/ac./vr. 

Biannualh; 
Apr./Oct.' 

Same 

LSLE;  transect 

Same 

Same 

Water 

Quality 

Riparian  areas 
within  ACECs  and 
SM.As 

Field  and/or  labora- 
tory analysis 

Constituent  (pH, 
parts/million, 
etc.)  compared  to 
quality  standards 

Biennially 

Quantity 

Same 

Stream  gauging 

Flow  (cfs.) 

Same 

Rangeland 
Vegetation 

Condition 

9  allotments 
in  7  SMAs 

As  outlined  in  SCS 
National  Range 
Handbook.Sec.  305J 

%  production  to 
climax  allowance 

5  year 
intervals 

Trend 

Same 

Pace  frequency1 

Species/frequency 

End  of  each 
grazing  cycle 

Utilization 

Same 

key  forage  plant 
(shrubs);  grazed  class 

Percent  forage 
removed 

End  of  each 
use  period 

Information  Warranting  Review  of 
Decision  or  Activity  Plan 

Depletion  of  material  from 
pit  area 

Adverse  impacts  to  protected 
resources  and  values 


Trends  indicating  increased 
disturbance  (e.g..  ground 
disturbance,  structural 
damage) 


Significent  site 
deterioration 


Soil  loss  not  reduced 
in  treated  areas 

Same 


Progressive  decline  in 
water  quality  below 
AZ  standards 


Change  in  How  to  ephemeral 


Condition  decline 


20%  decline  in  key  plant 
species 

Grass  utilization  greater 
than  50% 


(grasses  and  forbs)5 


Special 
Status 

Plants 


Burros 


Population 
stabilitv 


Habitat 
evaluation 

Population 
Forage  use 


Habitat  areawide 


Field  survev 


Same 
Herd  area 
Same 


Site  inspection  of 
habitat 

Helicopter  mark 
recount 

Key  forage  plant 
method 


Occurrence,  Annually 

number  of  counts. 

density,  age/ 
class,  distri- 
bution 

Acres  of  occupied      Same 
habitat 


No.  of  indivi- 
duals 


3 -year 
intervals 


%  forage  removed      Annrally 


Five-year  downward  trend  in 

population  numbers,  age/ 
class  disparity,  shrinking 
distribution,  range 
contraction 

Significant  habitat 
loss 

20%  change  in  population: 
less  than  10%  juveniles 

Grass  utilization  greater 
than  50% 


(continued  on  next  page) 
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PROPOSED  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 


TABLE  2-8  (Continued) 

Resource  Monitoring  and  Evaluation  Plan 
Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Phoenix  District,  Arizona 


Element 

Item 

Location 

Technique 

Unit  of 
Measure 

Frequency 
&  Duration 

Information  Warranting  Review  of 
Decision  or  Activity  Plan 

Gila  Top- 
minnow/ 
Desert 
Pupfish 

Observation 
of  breeding 
populations 

Mesquite  Spring, 
Tule  Creek, 
introduction 

sites 

Direct  observation 

Number  per  site 

Annually 

Observable  decrease  in  fish 
populations 

Desert 

Bighorn 

Sheep 

Population 
estimate 

Silver  Bell 
Mountains  SMA 

AG&FD  population 
survey  information 

Number/sq.  mi. 

Same 

Significant  population  decline 

Desert 
Tortoise 

Relative 
densities 

Category  I  &  II 
habitats 

Square  mile  plots' 

Same 

5-year 
intervals 

Change  in  habitat  category 

Habitat 
condition 

Category  I  &  II 
habitats 

Pace  frequency4 

Percent  cover 
composition 

S  to  7  year 
intervals 

Change  in  habitat  category 

Pronghorn 

Population 
estimate 

Sycamore  Mesa  SMA 

AG&FD  population 
survey  information 

Numbers/sq.  mi. 

Annually 

Significant  population  decline 

Mule 
Deer 

Same 

Medium  to  high 
density  habitat 

Same 

Same 

Same 

Same 

Javelina 

Same 

Same 

Same 

Same 

Same 

Same 

Riparian 
Areas 

Ecological 
condition 

14  drainages  in 

8  SMAs 

PDO  riparian  area 
condition  evaluation 

Miles 

5-year 
intervals 

Decline  in  condition  class 

Recreation 

ERMAs 

Area-wide 

Patrol,  area 
inspections 

Visitor  days 

Biennially 

Data  reveals  significant 
user  conflicts 

SMAs 

Coyote  Mtns./ 
Hells  Canyon 

Patrol,  visitor 
registration,  traffic 
counters 

Same 

Weekly  in 
heavy  use 
periods  then 
monthly 

Data  indicates  visitor  use 
significantly  higher  than 
expected 

ORV 
management 

Closed  and  desig- 
nated areas 

Aerial  reconnaissance 
and  ground  patrol 

No.  of 
violations 

Biannually 

Repeated  violations  noted 

CRMAs 

Five  CRMAs 

Cooperative  plan 
review 

Plans 
completed 

al  Note  368.  Denver, 
na.  Phoenix.  Arizona 

D.C. 

T.R.  4400-4.  Denver. 
dies.  T.R.  4400-3.  De 

Annually 

Colorado.  August 
September  1976. 

Colorado, 
nver,  Colorado. 

Failure  to  implement 
cooperative  management  plan 

Source:  Phoenix  District  files. 

■USDI.  A  Runoff  and  Soil-Loss  Monitoring  Technique  using  Paired  Plots.  Technii 
:USDA.  Universal  Soil  Loss  Equation.  Conservation  Planning  Note  No.  11,  Arizo 
3USDA.  Soil  Conservation  Service.  1976.  National  Range  Handbook.  Washington, 
4USDI.  Bureau  of  Land  Management.   1985.  Range-land  Monitoring  Trend  Studies. 
SUSDI.  Bureau  of  Land  Management.   1984.  Rangeland  Monitoring  Utilization  Slu 
"USDI.  Bureau  of  Land  Management.  1988.  Draft  Desert  Tortoise  Imnlementi 

1985. 
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ALTERNATIVES  CONSIDERED  BUT  NOT  ANALYZED 


Alternatives  Considered 
But  Not  Analyzed 

Several  alternatives  in  addition  to  the  four  chosen  for  study 
in  the  draft  RMP/EIS  and  this  Proposed  RMP  alternative  were 
considered,  but  each  was  dropped  for  various  reasons.  The  alter- 
natives that  were  considered  but  not  chosen  for  study  are 
addressed  below  under  the  appropriate  planning  issue: 


Land  Tenure  Adjustment 

Several  land  tenure  adjustment  alternatives  to  the  four  chosen 
for  study  were  considered  but  were  eliminated  from  further 
analysis.  Each  of  these  alternatives  centered  on  the  acquisition 
and  retention  of  land  in  the  RMP  area. 

In  Apache  and  Navajo  counties,  alternatives  were  considered 
to  acquire  and  attempt  to  block-up  pronghorn  antelope  habitat 
and  significant  cultural  areas.  These  alternatives  would  have  re- 
quired complex  trades  among  the  BLM.  the  Arizona  State  Land 
Department  and  numerous  private  owners.  Because  of  the  com- 
plexities involved  in  making  these  trades,  the  BLM  determined 
that  consolidation  of  enough  land  to  make  contiguous  blocks 
would  be  impractical.  Therefore,  this  alternative  was  not  con- 
sidered for  further  study. 

Alternatives  were  also  considered  whereby  the  BLM  would 
block  up  ownership  in  the  Sierrita  and  Las  Guijas  mountains 
in  the  RMP  area's  southern  portion.  While  each  of  these  areas 
contains  important  resource  values,  the  federal  government  is 
a  minority  landowner  in  the  two  mountains.  This,  coupled  with 
the  fact  that  the  mountains  have  many  different  private  owners, 
makes  the  acquisition  of  large  blocks  impractical  and  precludes 
these  two  areas  from  further  consideration. 


Utility  Corridors  and  Communication  Sites 

A  utility  corridor  alternative  that  would  have  followed  all 
routes  recommended  in  the  1986  Western  Utility  Group  Study 
(Western  Utility  Group.  1986)  was  considered.  Consideration 
of  all  the  identified  corridors  would  have  placed  corridors  across 
highly  scattered  land  with  only  small  amounts  of  publicly  owned 
land.  Such  corridors  would  not  be  useful  as  the  vast  majority 
of  the  land  traversed  in  these  corridors  would  be  nonfederal  and 
the  BLM  would  exert  little  control  over  utility  system  routings. 
Therefore,  this  alternative  was  dropped  from  further 
consideration. 

An  additional  alternative  was  considered  that  would  provide 
two  designated  corridors  in  the  Black  Canyon  area.  One  cor- 
ridor would  have  followed  Interstate  17  while  the  other  would 
follow  existing  transmission  lines  on  Perry  Mesa.  It  was  deter- 
mined that  one  route  through  Black  Canyon  would  provide  suf- 
ficient routings  for  all  anticipated  utility  systems.  Therefore,  an 
alternative  with  two  corridors  in  the  Black  Canyon  area  was 
dropped  from  further  consideration. 


Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern 
and  Special  Management  Areas 

The  interdisciplinary  planning  team  considered  ACEC 
designation  for  six  areas  that  were  not  analyzed  in  any  of  the 
alternatives  chosen  for  study  in  this  RMP/EIS.  Each  of  these 
six  areas  was  considered  for  ACEC  designation;  however,  the 
planning  team  felt  that  the  resource  values  present  in  each  of 
the  areas  did  not  meet  the  relevance  and/or  importance  criteria 
required  for  ACEC  designation  (CFR  1610.7-2).  Nominations  for 
ACECs  considered  but  rejected  by  the  planning  team  include 
Owl  Head  Butte.  Ragged  Top,  Sawtooth  Mountains,  Cedar  Basin, 
Title  Spring  and  the  Middle  Gila  Archaeological  Zone. 

The  designation  of  several  special  management  areas  on  land 
identified  for  disposal  was  considered.  However,  the  planning 
team  felt  that  any  special  management  measures  taken  by  the 
BLM  should  only  occur  on  land  slated  for  retention.  Therefore. 
any  SMA  recommendations  made  on  land  slated  for  disposal 
were  not  considered  in  any  alternative. 


Off-Road  Vehicle  Designations 

An  alternative  was  considered  that  would  have  closed  all  public 
land  to  motorized  vehicle  travel  unless  the  area  was  signed  as 
being  open  to  such  travel.  Implementation  of  this  alternative  was 
deemed  impractical  because  the  RMP  area's  numerous  public 
roadways  crossing  scattered  public  land  preclude  an  effective 
signing  program. 


Recreation  Management 

An  alternative  was  considered  that  would  have  identified 
several  additional  special  recreation  management  areas.  The 
Hassayampa  River  Canyon  and  the  Sawtooth,  San  Tin,  Picacho 
and  Ragged  Top  mountains  were  all  considered  for  designation 
as  special  recreation  management  areas.  However,  while  these 
areas  contain  high  value  recreation  resources,  it  was  determined 
that  the  areas  do  not  meet  the  criteria  necessary  for  such  a 
designation.  Therefore,  these  areas  were  dropped  from  further 
analysis. 
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RESOURCE  CONSERVATION  AREAS 


RESOURCE  CONSERVATION  AREAS 

(OVERVIEW) 


MAP 
NUMBER  NAME 


2-1  SOUTH  CENTRAL  PORTION  RCAs 

2-2  NORTH  CENTRAL  PORTION  RCAs 

2-3  APACHE-NAVAJO  PORTION  RCAs 
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MAP  2-1 

RESOURCE  CONSERVATION  AREAS  (RCAs) 
(SOUTH  CENTRAL  PORTION) 

U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  —  Phoenix  District 

_R2E   _R3E R4E_  _R5E R6E    R7E    R8E  ..  R9E    R10E    R11E   R12E   R13E 


RMP/EIS  Area  Boundary 
Resource  Conservation  Areas 


R12E    R13E    R14E    R15E    R16E   R17E    R18E    R19E    R20E   R21E 
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MAP  2-2 

RESOURCE  CONSERVATION  AREAS 
(NORTH  CENTRAL  PORTION) 

U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

Bureau  of  Land  Management  —  Phoenix  District 


R3W     R2W    R1W    R1E 


R6E     R7E     R8E     R9E    R10E    =111 


R13E        BUE  R15E 
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MAP  2-3 

RESOURCE  CONSERVATION  AREAS 
(APACHE-NAVAJO  PORTION) 

U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  —  Phoenix  District 


LEGEND 

RMP/EIS  Area  Boundary 
Resource  Conservation  Area 


SCALE  IN  MILES 


R27E       R28E        R29E 


36 


RESOURCE  CONSERVATION  AREAS 


RESOURCE  CONSERVATION  AREAS 

(DETAIL  MAPS) 


MAP 

NUMBER 

NAME 

2-4 

BABOQUIVARI 

2-5 

SILVER  BELL 

2-6 

PICACHO  MOUN1 

2-7 

WHITE  CANYON 

2-8 

BLACK  CANYON 

2-9 

LAKE  PLEASANT 

2-10 

TANNER  WASH 
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LEGEND 

RCA  BOUNDARY 


SILVER  BELL 
RESOURCE  CONSERVATION  AREA 


U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  -  Phoenix  District 

BASEMAP©    ARIZONA  OEPARMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
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PHOENIX  RMP/EIS 


PICACHO  MOUNTAINS 
RESOURCE  CONSERVATION  AREA 


U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
Bureau  of  Land  Management-  Phoenix  District 

BASEMAP©    ARIZONA  OEPARMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
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SCALE  IN  MILES 


WHITE  CANYON 
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CHAPTER  3 


AFFECTED  ENVIRONMENT 


Introduction 

The  affected  environment  describes  the  "environmental 
issues"  identified  by  the  BLM  interdisciplinary  planning  team. 
An  environmental  issue  is  a  value  that  would  be  significantly 
impacted  by  implementing  the  Proposed  RMP.  A  detailed 
analysis  of  how  the  environmental  issues  were  chosen  is  found 
in  Chapter  1  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS. 

The  environmental  issues  identified  for  this  Proposed  RMP 
are  the  same  as  those  identified  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS  document 
for  the  other  alternatives,  therefore,  the  affected  environment 
section  will  not  be  reprinted  here.  Refer  to  Chapter  3  of  the  draft 
RMP/EIS  for  a  description  of  the  affected  environment. 


Errata  And  Other  Changes  To  Chapter 
3  Of  The  Draft  RMP/EIS 

1.  Table  3-13,  page  108:  Little  Colorado  River  spinedace  is  now 
a  federally  listed  threatened  species;  Gilbert's  skink  is  a  state- 
listed,  not  a  category  2  candidate  species. 

2.  Map  3-4A,  page  116:  the  Tortolita  Mountains  should  be  iden- 
tified as  important  desert  tortoise  habitat;  the  legend  for  desert 
bighorn  sheep  and  desert  tortoise  should  be  preceded  by 
"known  important." 

3.  New  Information:  Special  Status  Plants 

A.  Sword  milkvetch  (Astragalus  xiphoides)  -  Two  new  public 
land  localities  and  additional  populations  within  the 
Petrified  Forest  National  Park  are  documented. 

B.  Paperspined  cactus  (Pediocactus  papyracanthus)  -  Recent 
inventories  of  public  land  within  suitable  habitat  indicate 
the  species  is  more  abundant  than  previously  thought;  up 
to  900  plants  per  square  mile. 
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CHAPTER  4 


ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES 


Introduction 


Chapter  4  discusses  the  environmental  consequences  of  im- 
plementing the  Proposed  RMP  described  in  Chapter  2  of  this 
RMP/FEIS.  The  analysis  will  be  commensurate  with  the  degree 
of  expected  impact.  Those  resource  values  not  impacted  to  a 
significant  degree  are  identified  in  Chapter  1  of  the  draft 
RPM/EIS  and  are  not  discussed  further  in  this  chapter. 


Impacts  Of  The  Proposed  Resource 
Management  Plan 

EFFECTS  ON  LAND  USES 
Land  Ownership 


General  Assumptions 


In  order  to  analyze  the  impacts  of  the  Proposed  RMP  it  was 
necessary  to  make  general  assumptions.  These  assumptions  are 
as  follows: 

1.  The  BLM  will  have  the  funding  and  work  force  to  imple- 
ment the  Proposed  Plan. 

2.  Impacts  are  direct  unless  otherwise  noted. 

3.  Impacts  will  be  monitored  and  management  adjusted  as 
necessary,  based  on  new  data  derived  from  monitoring. 

4.  Short-term  impacts  occur  within  five  years  and  long-term 
impacts  from  five  to  20  years  after  implementation  of  the 
plan. 

5.  All  impacts  are  long-term  unless  otherwise  noted. 

6.  Environmental  assessments  will  be  conducted  prior  to 
implementing  any  activity  plans. 

7.  It  is  assumed  that  all  disposal  land  is  free  of  encumbrances 
and  is  available  for  disposal. 

8.  Land  identified  for  disposal  is  assumed  to  go  into  private 
ownership  unless  otherwise  noted. 

9.  Management  of  the  RMP  area's  rangeland  management 
program  will  be  as  described  in  the  Final  Eastern  Arizona 
Grazing  EIS  (See  Appendices  2  and  3  of  the  draft 
RMP/EIS). 

10.  Implementation  of  RMP  decisions  within  wilderness  study 
areas  would  only  take  place  if  those  WSAs  are  not 
designated  as  wilderness. 


Under  the  Proposed  RMP,  total  public  land  ownership  in  the 
RMP  area  would  be  reduced  12  percent  from  911,343  acres  of 
federal  surface  estate  to  802,526  acres  of  federal  surface  estate, 
assuming  that  all  state  land  within  the  identified  RCAs  is  ac- 
quired by  exchange.  However,  the  public  land  that  is  retained 
and  the  acquired  land  would  form  a  more  manageable  pattern. 
Consolidation  of  land  in  the  seven  resource  conservation  areas 
(RCAs)  would  improve  management  efficiency  and  thus  reduce 
management  costs. 

Under  the  Proposed  RMP,  the  disposal  of  391,803  acres  by 
exchange  and  45,000  acres  by  exchange  or  sale  would  eliminate 
a  fragmented  public  land  pattern  that  is  difficult  and  inefficient 
to  manage.  Also,  consolidation  of  federal  surface  and  subsur- 
face estates  would  eliminate  problems  in  managing  split  estate 
land. 


Land  Available  for  Recreation  and  Other 
Public  Purposes 

The  Proposed  RMP  identifies  a  total  of  2,800  acres  as  suitable 
for  transfer  to  state  and  local  government  entities  or  agencies 
under  the  R&PP  Act  (Table  2-5).  This  land  would  be  available 
for  special  public  purposes  at  little  or  no  cost.  State  and  local 
governments  would  benefit  from  the  low  cost  land  available  for 
parks,  recreation  sites  and  wildlife  protection  areas. 


Right-of-Way  Development 

The  Proposed  RMP  identifies  five  communication  sites  (Table 
2-2)  on  315  acres  and  limits  communication  site  development 
within  the  RCAs  to  designated  areas.  Existing  users  on 
nondesignatcd  facilities  would  be  allowed  to  remain.  Com- 
munication site  users  on  land  identified  for  disposal  would  be 
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allowed  to  stay  until  the  land  has  been  exchanged  or  sold  and 
then  could  renegotiate  terms  with  the  new  owners  or  remove 
their  facilities  when  leases  expire. 

Designating  communication  sites  would  reduce  the  prolifera- 
tion of  these  facilities  and  allow  for  their  orderly  development, 
eliminating  user  conflicts  which  often  reduce  operating 
efficiency. 

Seven  utility  corridors  are  identified  under  the  Proposed  RMP, 
but  only  within  the  RCAs  because  the  scattered  land  pattern  out- 
side the  RCAs  severely  limits  the  usefulness  of  such  designa- 
tions. In  addition,  most  public  land  outside  the  RCAs  is  iden- 
tified for  disposal;  therefore,  upon  disposal,  right-of-way 
applicants  wishing  to  cross  this  land  would  need  to  deal  with 
new  landowners.  This  may  increase  the  cost  of  siting  major  utility 
system  rights-of-way  outside  the  RCAs.  Restricting  utility  system 
routings  within  the  RCAs  to  those  corridors  may  increase  the 
cost  of  developing  utility  systems  as  the  corridors  may  not  always 
follow  the  most  cost-effective  route. 

New  utility  systems  would  be  allowed  only  within  the 
designated  utility  corridors,  thus  eliminating  a  proliferation  of 
rights-of-way  across  areas  with  sensitive  resources.  The 
designated  corridors  would  also  decrease  the  repeated  analysis 
of  alternative  routes  during  the  NEPA  process. 

Under  the  Proposed  RMP,  the  Black  Canyon  corridor  would 
be  expanded  to  two  miles  in  width,  reducing  or  eliminating  any 
further  development  across  Perry  Mesa  and  its  important  cultural 
resources.  The  Black  Canyon  corridor  follows  rougher 
topography  than  does  the  Perry  Mesa  route;  thus,  construction 
cost  would  be  higher  along  the  Black  Canyon  route.  In  addi- 
tion, the  potential  for  overcrowding  and  interference  is  higher 
along  the  Black  Canyon  corridor. 

Under  the  Proposed  RMP,  land  use  authorizations  would  be 
precluded  or  restricted  on  15,000  acres  within  six  ACECs, 
resulting  in  reduced  right-of-way  flexibility  and  increased  con- 
struction costs  for  utility  rights-of-way.  Power  distribution  rights- 
of-way  in  three  ACECs  (Waterman,  White  Canyon,  Perry  Mesa) 
would  be  precluded  under  this  alternative. 

All  existing  and  new  land  use  authorizations  on  land  outside 
RCAs  would  continue  to  be  authorized  and  allowed  until  the  land 
is  identified  specifically  for  transfer.  Upon  transfer,  terms  and 
conditions  would  have  to  be  renegotiated  with  the  new  owners, 
which  could  increase  the  costs  of  holding  these  land  use 
authorizations. 


Payments  in  Lieu  of  Taxes  (PILT) 

The  Proposed  RMP  would  result  in  a  net  loss  of  447,074  acres 
of  public  land  eligible  for  PILT  to  four  of  the  eight  counties 
within  the  RMP  area.  Table  4-1  shows  estimated  losses  in  PILT 
by  county  under  the  Proposed  RMP. 

Decreases  in  PILT  may  be  partially  offset  by  the  45,000  acres 
that  have  been  identified  for  private  sale  or  exchange.  If  sold, 
these  acres  would  be  added  to  the  tax  rolls  of  the  counties  in 
which  they  are  located. 


Counties  would  not  receive  PILT  on  land  acquired  from  the 
state.  The  PILT  Act  of  1976  specifically  prohibits  payments  for 
tax  exempt  land  (but  not  donated  land)  acquired  from  state  or 
local  governments. 

Conclusion  (Land  Uses):  Implementation  would  best  meet 
the  BLM's  land  tenure  objectives  although  public  land  acres 
would  be  reduced  12  percent.  Consolidating  surface  and  sub- 
surface ownership  into  seven  RCAs  would  improve  management 
efficiency  and  reduce  costs.  Transferring  five  parcels  (3.781  acres) 
under  the  R&PPA  would  meet  local  governments'  needs  for  low 
cost  public  land.  Land  use  authorizations  would  be  precluded 
on  14,691  acres  in  six  ACECs.  Placement  of  seven  utility  cor- 
ridors and  five  communication  sites  would  meet  utilities'  needs 
but  increase  future  construction  costs  somewhat.  There  would 
be  a  net  loss  of  about  $225,000  in  annual  PILT  to  four  counties. 

A  recently  enacted  state  law  requires  the  Arizona  State 
Land  Department  to  make  a  PILT  type  payment  to  counties 
that  lose  federal  PILT  payments  due  to  BLM/state  exchanges. 
These  state  payments  would  greatly  reduce  the  federal  PILT 
losses  shown  in  Table  4-1. 


TABLE  4-1 

Estimated  PILT  Losses 
Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Phoenix  District,  Arizona 


1986  PILT 

Loss  Under  Proposed 

County 

Payment 

RMP 

Apache 

$255,518 

$99,298 

Gila 

705,669 

0 

Maricopa 

924,000 

0 

Navajo 

73,788 

70.628 

Pima 

965,393 

0 

Pinal 

401,987 

55.191 

Santa  Cruz 

314,888 

118 

Yavapai 

630,299 

$4,271,542 

0 

TOTAL 

$225,235 

Source:  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Arizona  State  Office. 


EFFECTS  ON  LOCATABLE  MINERAL 
DEVELOPMENT 

Disposal  of  large  amounts  of  federal  subsurface  estate  would 
reduce  the  level  of  minerals  exploration  and  development  on 
this  land  because  there  would  be  no  free  access  to  minerals  such 
as  allowed  under  the  Mining  Law  of  1872.  Mining  on  federal 
land  under  this  law  is  generally  less  expensive  than  is  such  min- 
ing on  state  and  private  land.  Overall,  a  50  percent  reduction 
in  notices  and  a  75  percent  reduction  in  the  number  of  mining 
plans  of  operations  (MPOs)  is  expected  under  this  alternative. 

Minerals-related  activity  on  the  flanks  of  the  Bradshaw  Moun- 
tains is  greater  than  anywhere  else  in  the  planning  area.  Much 
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of  this  area  of  interest  lies  within  the  bounds  of  the  proposed 
Black  Canyon  RCA.  Mineral  development  in  this  area  would 
benefit  because  mineral  developers  would  be  required  to  deal 
with  the  laws  and  regulations  of  only  one  agency.  A  significant 
level  of  activity  has  been  established  outside  the  proposed  RCA 
boundaries  in  an  area  between  Prescott  and  Cordes  Junction 
where  proposed  land  disposals  under  the  Proposed  RMP  would 
lead  to  an  85  percent  decline  in  mineral  exploration  and 
development. 

Under  the  Proposed  RMP  mineral  activity  on  land  disposed 
of  in  the  Goldfield  and  Superstition  mountains  area  is  expected 
to  stop  altogether.  The  new  landowners  would  likely  be  more 
interested  in  residential  and/or  commercial  development  than 
marginal  mineral  development. 

In  the  Miami-Globe  area  the  impact  of  disposal  would  be  less 
significant  because  residential  development  is  currently  less 
likely  than  in  the  Apache  Junction  area  near  the  Goldfield  and 
Superstition  mountains.  A  40  percent  reduction  in  minerals 
activity  on  federal  land  is  expected  here.  However,  the  develop- 
ment of  any  existing,  but  undelineated,  porphyry  copper  bodies 
in  this  area  is  not  expected.  To  the  east,  in  the  Mineral  Butte 
area,  mineral  activity  on  disposal  land  would  cease  altogether. 

Within  the  boundaries  of  the  proposed  White  Canyon  RCA, 
mineral  activity  would  continue  or  even  increase  somewhat 
because  the  proposed  acquisitions  should  open  new  land  to 
mineral  activity. 

In  the  southern  portion  of  the  RMP  area,  a  decline  in  mineral 
activity  on  all  public  land  outside  the  proposed  Baboquivari  and 
Silver  Bell  RCAs  is  expected.  However,  this  would  be  offset 
somewhat  by  an  increased  interest  in  acquired  land  within  the 
RCAs.  Of  greatest  significance  would  be  a  85  to  95  percent 
decline  in  prospecting  and  exploration  activity  on  federal  land 
identified  for  disposal  south  of  Tucson.  It  is  here  that  the  greatest 
potential  exists  for  future  development  of  yet  unknown  porphyry 
copper  bodies.  Overall  this  could  be  the  most  significant  im- 
pact of  all  under  the  Proposed  RMP. 

Conclusion  (Locatable  Mineral  Development):  Expect  a 
50  percent  reduction  in  mining  notices  (from  25  to  12  per  year) 
and  a  75  percent  reduction  of  MPOs  (from  2  to  about  1  per 
year)  filed  in  the  RMP  area. 


EFFECTS  ON  WATERSHED  CONDITION 

Under  the  Proposed  RMP,  adopted  management  changes 
would  affect  watershed  condition.  Within  RCA  boundaries  those 
allotments  which  have  the  greatest  number  of  important  resource 
values  (Table  2-4)  would  receive  priority  for  project  work.  Where 
those  allotments  are  identified  as  Category  IV  watersheds,  an 
activity  plan  would  be  prepared  to  identify  and  implement, 
among  other  things,  watershed  improvement  projects.  Subse- 
quent improvement  of  the  watershed  would  increase  soil  cover 
and  infiltration,  reduce  erosion,  sediment  yield,  peak  flows  and 
dust  emissions,  maintain  soil  productivity  and,  in  some  areas, 
enhance  stream  flow.  Air  and  water  quality  would  also  be 
enhanced. 


Such  change  in  watershed  conditions  and  function  would  have 
a  significant  positive  impact.  Watershed  improvement  work  is 
proposed  on  six  allotments  (204,000  acres).  This  figure  includes 
111,000  of  the  RMP  area's  246,000  acres  in  Category  IV  water- 
sheds and  includes  93.000  acres  of  acquired  land. 

The  other  major  action  under  the  Proposed  RMP  to  benefit 
watershed  conditions  and  related  values  would  be  the  imposi- 
tion of  off-road  vehicle  restrictions.  Although  the  trends  in  water- 
shed conditions  are  assumed  to  be  static,  population  trends 
indicate  that  recreation  demands,  including  that  of  ORV  use, 
will  increase.  Soils  in  some  watersheds  are  particularly  prone 
to  accelerated  erosion  after  ORV  disturbance.  ORV  restrictions 
would  prevent  the  further  decline  of  these  watersheds.  Under 
the  Proposed  RMP,  ORV  restrictions  or  transfer  of  ownership 
would  prevent  further  degradation  of  182,000  acres  of  land  cur- 
rently held  in  public  ownership,  85,000  of  which  have  slightly 
to  strongly  saline  soils. 


Conclusion  (Watershed  Condition):  Significant  improve- 
ments would  occur  to  111,000  acres  on  six  Category  IV 
allotments.  ORV  designations  would  allow  existing  acceptable 
conditions  on  Category  II  allotments  to  be  maintained. 


EFFECTS  ON  RANGELAND  MANAGEMENT 

Under  the  Proposed  RMP,  ranch  operations  within  the  seven 
RCAs  would  benefit  from  the  BLM's  consolidation  program. 
Ranch  operators  would  have  to  deal  with  the  grazing  regulations 
of  only  one  agency  and  the  BLM  would  be  able  to  develop 
rangeland  improvements  on  these  allotments  as  a  cohesive  unit, 
thereby  increasing  the  effectiveness  of  such  improvements. 

Ranch  values  of  those  ranches  within  the  RCAs  would  not  be 
affected  by  the  acquisition  of  state  land  by  the  BLM  as  lease 
values  on  BLM  and  Arizona  State  Land  Department  land  are 
comparable. 

The  Proposed  RMP  would  result  in  the  disruption  of  some 
ranch  operations  which  lie  outside  the  identified  RCAs.  If  public 
land  within  a  ranch  is  disposed  to  private  interests  in  areas  of 
growth  and  development,  livestock  would  likely  be  fenced  out. 
Where  such  fencing  renders  improvements  ineffective,  develop- 
ment of  improvements  such  as  wells  and  pipelines  would  require 
large  investments  of  time  and  money. 

In  areas  identified  for  disposal  where  development  does  not 
occur,  grazing  is  expected  to  continue  because  blocks  of  public 
land  acquired  by  private  owners  would  in  most  cases  be  available 
for  lease  to  the  rancher.  However,  grazing  fees  on  such  land  may 
be  substantially  more  than  those  charged  by  the  federal 
government. 

Under  the  Proposed  RMP,  ranches  grazing  public  land  iden- 
tified for  disposal  may  undergo  a  reduction  in  ranch  values  if 
federal  grazing  leases  are  cancelled.  This  would  only  occur  on 
land  transferred  from  federal  to  private  ownership.  On  land 
transferred  from  federal  to  state  ownership,  the  Arizona  State 
Land  Department  generally  has  chosen  to  maintain  grazing 
privileges. 
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The  value  of  ranches  lying  outside  the  RCA  boundaries  would 
be  reduced  if  federal  grazing  leases  were  cancelled  and  not 
replaced  by  state  leases. 

Without  federal  leases,  the  average  values  of  small,  medium 
and  large  ranches  would  be  lowered,  respectively,  from  $57,000 
to  $41,610,  from  $208,000  to  $189,280  and  from  $780,000  to 
$756,600.  Values  of  ranches  within  the  RCAs  would  not  change. 

Conclusion  (Rangeland  Management):  The  value  of  ran- 
ches lying  outside  RCA  boundaries  would  be  reduced  if  federal 
grazing  leases  were  cancelled  and  not  replaced  by  state  leases. 
Value  reductions  would  average  27  percent  for  small  ranches, 
nine  percent  for  medium-sized  ranches  and  three  percent  for 
large  ranches.  Consolidating  public  land  on  ranches  in  the  RCAs 
would  eliminate  management  complications  caused  by  checker- 
board ownership. 


EFFECTS  ON  AREAS  OF  CULTURAL. 
SIGNIFICANCE 

Under  the  Proposed  RMR  land  acquisitions  within  five  signifi- 
cant cultural  areas  would  have  a  positive  effect  on  at  least  285 
sites.  These  five  areas  include:  Avra  Valley,  Santa  Ana  del 
Chiquiburitac,  Reymert  Townsite,  Middle  Gila  and  Perry  Mesa. 
The  BLM  would  be  able  to  focus  management  efforts  on  the 
protection  and  enhancement  of  the  information,  public  and  con- 
servation values  provided  by  the  sites. 

Disposal  of  public  land  under  the  Proposed  RMP  would  im- 
pact cultural  values  in  five  of  the  ten  identified  areas  of  cultural 
significance.  These  areas  are  Zuni-Hardscrabble,  Snowflake- 
Mesa  Redonda.  Upper  Little  Colorado.  Lower  Texas  Gulch  and 


Lower  Agua  Fria.  Existing  laws,  regulations  and  memoranda 
protect,  through  mitigation,  the  information  values  that  would 
be  derived  from  cultural  sites.  However,  public  and  conserva- 
tion values  of  properties  in  the  five  disposal  areas  would  be  lost 
under  this  alternative. 

ACEC  and  SMA  designations  would  benefit  high  value  cultural 
resources  in  Santa  Ana  del  Chiquiburitac,  Avra  Valley,  Middle 
Gila,  Reymert  and  Perry  Mesa.  Long-term  protection  and 
enhancement  of  at  least  285  sites  in  the  above  five  areas  would 
result. 

Cultural  resources  within  recommended  utility  corridors  in 
Middle  Gila  and  Avra  Valley  could  be  dealt  with  on  a  one-time 
basis.  Avoidance  and  mitigation  of  properties  would  be  per- 
formed before  utility  system  development  could  take  place. 
Therefore,  the  information  value  of  all  cultural  sites  within  the 
path  of  utility  system  development  would  be  derived. 

Limiting  ORV  use  to  existing  roads  and  trails  would  benefit 
archaeological  sites  only  slightly.  However,  direct  and  indirect 
impacts  to  at  least  388  properties  would  probably  continue  and 
road  closures  at  Reymert  and  Santa  Ana  would  benefit  these  sites. 

Table  4-2  shows  how  cultural  properties  in  each  of  the  10 
significant  cultural  areas  would  fare  under  the  Proposed  RMP. 


Conclusion  (Areas  of  Cultural  Significance):  Land  ac- 
quisitions and  ACEC  and  SMA  designations  which  specify 
management  for  Santa  Ana  del  Chiquiburitac,  Avra  Valley, 
Reymert  Townsite,  Middle  Gila  and  Perry  Mesa  would  result 
in  long-term  positive  effects  on  at  least  285  sites.  On  land  iden- 
tified for  disposal,  105  sites  would  suffer  a  10  to  25  percent  loss 
of  cultural  value. 
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TABLE  4-2 

Loss  of  Cultural  Values  in 

10  Significant  Areas  over  20  Years 

Bureau  of  Land  Management, 

Phoenix  District,  Arizona 


Cultural  Area 

Deterioration 
Type* 

Proposed 
RMP 

Under  Current 
Management 

Santa  Ana  Chiquiburitac 
TOTAL 

I 

II 
III 
IV 

l% 

0 

0 

l 

5% 

2% 

2 

0 

1 

5% 

Avra  Valley 

TOTAL 

I 

II 
III 
IV 

1% 
0 

2 

1 

5% 

3% 
2 
2 
3 

10% 

Reymert  Townsite 
TOTAL 

I 

II 
III 

IV 

1% 
0 
0 
3 

5% 

6% 
4 
3 
7 

20% 

Middle  Gila 
Archaeological  Zone 

I 
II 
III 

IV 

1% 
2 

1 
I 

8% 

4 

4 

4 

TOTAL 

5% 

20% 

Perry  Mesa 
Archaeological 
District 

I 

II 
III 

IV 

1% 
1 
0 
2 

6% 

3 

4 

2 

TOTAL 

5% 

15% 

Lower  Agua 
Fria  Valley 

I 
II 

III 

IV 

10% 
5 
5 
5 

10% 
5% 
5% 
5% 

TOTAL 

25% 

25% 

Lower  Texas 
Gulch 

I 

II 
III 

IV 

4% 
2 
1 
3 

4% 
2 

1 
3 

TOTAL 

10% 

10% 

Zuni-Hardsc  rabble 
Region 

I 
II 

III 

IV 

11% 

4 

2 

3 

7% 
3 
2 
3 

TOTAL 

20% 

15% 

Upper  Little  Colorado 
Region 

I 

II 

III 

IV 

11% 
4 
3 
2 

7% 

4 

2 

2 

TOTAL 

20% 

15% 

Snowflake-Mesa  Redonda 
Region 

I 
II 

III 

IV 

13% 
7 
2 

3 

10% 

5 

2 

3 

TOTAL 

25% 

20% 

♦Deterioration  Type:  I.     Vandalism 

II.  ORV 

III.  Utility  Corridor/Communication  Site 

IV.  Natural  Processes 

NOTE:  Value  estimates  arc  based  on  the  judgment  of  the  RMP  Team  Ar- 
chaeologist and  are  intended  to  illustrate  relative  impacts. 
Source:  Phoenix  District  tiles. 


EFFECTS  ON  VEGETATION 

Under  this  alternative,  coordinated  resource  management  plans 
would  be  developed  for  nine  grazing  allotments  to  benefit  many 
important  resources.  These  plans  would  incorporate  grazing 
management,  watershed  management,  habitat  management  and 
riparian  management  into  one  activity  plan.  Implementation 
would  result  in  improving  the  ecological  condition  on  nine  graz- 
ing allotments.  Some  sites  would  improve  faster  than  others, 
however.  The  average  condition  of  each  area  would  be  expected 
to  improve  approximately  25  percent  over  the  long  term. 

Conclusion  (Vegetation):  Implementation  would  result  in  a 
25  percent  improvement  of  ecological  site  condition  on  nine 
allotments  encompassing  243,000  acres  of  public  land. 


EFFECTS  ON  RIPARIAN  HABITAT 

Under  the  Proposed  RMP,  73.5  of  the  RMP  area's  94  miles 
of  public  riparian  habitat  (see  Appendix  7  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS) 
would  be  retained  in  federal  ownership  and  the  BLM  would  pur- 
sue the  acquisition  of  53.9  miles  of  state-owned  riparian  habitat 
within  the  RCAs  .  Overall,  the  amount  of  riparian  habitat  on 
public  land  in  the  RMP  area  would  increase  36  percent.  Riparian 
management  would  be  emphasized  on  60.4  miles  within  eight 
special  management  areas  (Table  4-3)  to  improve  habitat 
condition. 

Larry  Canyon  would  be  managed  as  an  ACEC  to  maintain  the 
pristine  riparian  deciduous  forest  community.  Land  use  restric- 
tions under  the  designation  would  ensure  maintenance  of  the  the 
canyon's  pristine  riparian  community. 

A  total  of  630  acres  of  riparian  habitat,  including  portions  of 
Zion  and  Picacho  reservoirs,  would  be  transferred  to  the  AG&FD 
under  the  R&PPA  to  be  managed  as  aquatic  and  wildlife 
communities. 

Under  the  Proposed  RMP,  20  miles  of  riparian  habitat  area 
would  be  disposed  of  through  exchanges  (see  Appendix  7  of  the 
draft  RMP/EIS).  The  land  probably  would  not  be  managed  with 
the  overall  objective  of  maintaining  and  improving  riparian 
habitat  but  would  be  subject  to  impacts  from  unregulated 
activities  such  as  ORVs,  mining,  grazing,  rights-of-way  construc- 
tion, land  treatments  and  water  removal. 


Conclusion  (Riparian  Habitat):  Acquiring  53.9  miles  of 

habitat  would  increase  public  riparian  habitat  in  the  RMP  area 
by  36  percent.  Forty-seven  percent  of  all  riparian  habitat  would 
be  managed  to  improve  current  condition. 


EFFECTS  ON  SPECIAL  STATUS  PLANTS 

Peebles  Navajo  Cactus  -  Pediocactus  peeblesianus  var. 
peeblesianus  -  Federally  listed  -  Endangered.  Under  the 
Proposed  RMP,  the  BLM  would  retain  about  950  acres  of  known 
habitat  for  the  Peebles  Navajo  cactus.  In  addition,  the  BLM 
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TABLE  4-3 

Riparian  Areas  Proposed  for  Special  Management 
Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Phoenix  District,  Arizona 


Habitat  Name 

Special  Management  Area 

Miles 

Agua  Fria 

Williams  Mesa 

5.0 

Arrastre  Creek 

Bumble  Bee 

2.7 

Bumble  Bee  Creek 

Cordes  Junction  and  Bumble  Bee 

7.7 

Hassayampa  River 

Hassayampa  River  Riparian 

10.7 

Larry  Creek 

Larry  Canyon  ACEC 

0.4 

Castle  Creek 

Bumble  Bee 

0.9 

Svcamore  Creek 

Sycamore  Creek 

0.8 

Cottonwood  Gulch 

Williams  Mesa 

0.2 

Antelope  Creek 

Bumble  Bee 

2.7 

Gila  River 

Gila  River  Riparian 

15.0 

White  Canyon 

White  Canyon  ACEC 

3.1 

Walnut  Canyon 

White  Canyon  ACEC 

1.2 

Tulc  Creek 

Williams  Mesa 

2.6 

Boulder  Creek 

Williams  Mesa 

7.4 

Source:  Phoenix  District  files. 


would  acquire  1,280  acres  of  state  land  and  identify  up  to  2,420 
acres  of  private  land  which  either  have  known  populations  of 
the  species  or  would  be  needed  for  the  management  and  protec- 
tion of  existing  populations  (Table  4-4). 


Table  4-4 

Special  Status  Plant  Habitat  Acreages 
Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Phoenix  District,  Arizona 


Plant 


Proposed 

Under  Current 

RMP* 

Management 

4,650 

950 

123,200 

126,000 

is              3,100 

1,960 

i             34,000 

30,000 

1,280 

1,560 

0 

40,000 

Peebles  Navajo  cactus 
Tumamoc  globeberry 
Nichol  Turk's  head  cactus 
Thornber  fishhook  cactus 
Sword  milkvetch 
Paperspined  cactus 

*  Acreages  include  BLM,  state  and  private  land  within  the  acquisition  area. 
Source:  Phoenix  District  files. 


Overall  land  tenure  adjustments  under  the  Proposed  RMP 
could  result  in  4,650  acres  of  suitable  habitat  in  public  owner- 
ship, a  600  percent  increase  over  the  existing  situation. 

Acquisition  of  the  identified  state  and  private  land  would  place 
all  known  populations  of  the  plant  under  the  protection  of  the 
Endangered  Species  Act  (ESA).  The  federal  and  acquired  land 
would  be  designated  as  the  4,650-acre  Tanner  Wash  ACEC  and 
managed  to  protect  and  promote  recovery  of  the  species. 

Conclusion  (Peebles  Navajo  Cactus):  Land  acquisition 
could  result  in  a  600  percent  increase  of  suitable  habitat  in  public 
ownership.  Extending  federal  protection  to  all  known  popula- 
tions and  acquiring  suitable  habitat  would  promote  recovery  of 
the  species. 


Tumamoc  Globeberry  -  Tumamoca  macdougalii  - 
Federally  listed  -  Endangered.  Under  the  Proposed  RMP, 
the  BLM  would  retain  about  5,740  acres  of  occupied  habitat 
with  40  plants  while  disposing  of  1,060  acres  with  eight 
plants.  The  BLM  would  dispose  of  approximately  33,000 
acres  of  habitat  with  a  high  to  moderate  potential  for  oc- 
currence of  Tumamoca  while  retaining  about  86,200  acres 
and  acquiring  up  to  31,300  acres  of  such  habitat  within  the 
proposed  Silver  Bell  RCA.  Overall,  this  would  result  in  about 
123,200  acres  of  occupied  and  potential  habitat  being  in 
public  ownership,  approximately  a  two  percent  reduction 
over  current  habitat  acres  (Table  4-4). 

The  retention  and  acquisition  of  land  into  RCAs  would  con- 
solidate Tumamoc  globeberry  habitat  on  federal  land  and  pres- 
ent better  opportunities  for  managing  and  protecting  the  species. 
The  BLM  would  also  work  with  the  USFWS  to  implement  the 
Tumamoc  Globeberry  Recovery  Plan. 

The  eight  Tumamoc  globeberry  plants  on  1.060  acres  of 
occupied  habitat  slated  for  disposal  probably  would  be  destroyed 
by  future  development.  These  plants  represent  less  than  one  per- 
cent of  the  protected  population. 

Even  though  land  exchanges  under  the  Proposed  RMP  would 
reduce  slightly  the  total  amount  of  federally  protected  suitable 
habitat  for  the  Tumamoc  globeberry.  management  of  the  species 
would  improve  because  the  BLM  would  be  able  to  protect  the 
species  on  consolidated  blocks  of  habitat  more  effectively.  It 
is  likely  that  intensive  management  for  the  species  on  retained 
and  acquired  land  would  more  than  offset  losses  from  habitat 
disposal. 


Conclusion  (Tumamoc  Globeberry):  Land  tenure  ad- 
justments would  result  in  about  a  two  percent  reduction  in 
federally  protected  habitat  but  would  consolidate  public  owner- 
ship of  habitat  with  40  of  the  48  plants  known  on  public  land. 
Long-term  protection  within  consolidated  public  land  blocks  is 
expected  to  outweigh  short-term  effects  of  habitat  disposal  and 
be  beneficial  to  federal  efforts  to  protect  the  species. 

Nichol  Turk's  Head  Cactus  -  Echinocactus  horizon- 
thalonius  var.  nicholii  -  Federally  listed  -  Endangered. 

Under  the  Proposed  RMP,  the  BLM  would  retain  in  federal 
ownership  all  1,960  acres  of  the  Turk's  head  cactus  habitat 
which  it  currently  administers  in  the  RMP  area.  These  acres 
plus  600  acres  of  state  and  540  acres  of  private  land  identified 
for  acquisition  would  be  included  in  the  3,100-acre  Waterman 
Mountain  ACEC  with  specific  management  goals  identified. 
Overall,  the  Proposed  RMP  would  result  in  a  58  percent  in- 
crease in  the  amount  of  Nichol  Turk's  head  cactus  habitat  in 
public  ownership  (Table  4-4). 

Acquisitions  under  the  Proposed  RMP  would  bring  all  known 
populations  outside  the  Tohono  O'Odham  Reservation  under 
federal  protection.  Some  mineral  development  on  existing  claims 
would  result  in  the  loss  of  additional  plants  and  habitat,  but  under 
the  Proposed  RMP,  the  long-term  impacts  of  mining  would  be 
significantly  reduced.  Losses  due  to  ORV  activity  would  also 
be  reduced. 
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Conclusion  (Nichol  Turk's  Head  Cactus):  Land  acquisi- 
tions would  increase  federally  protected  habitat  by  58  percent. 
Protection  measures  under  ACEC  designation  are  expected  to 
provide  for  recovery  of  the  species. 

Thornber  Fishhook  Cactus  -  Mammillaria  thornberi  - 
Federal  Category  2  -  Candidate.  Under  the  Proposed  RMP. 
the  BLM  would  retain  about  22,000  acres  of  suitable  habitat  on 
the  west  side  of  the  Avra  Valley,  including  known  habitat  for 
50  plants,  and  acquire  12,000  acres  of  state  land  in  suitable 
habitat.  Overall,  the  Proposed  RMP  would  result  in  a  13  per- 
cent increase  in  the  amount  of  Thornber  fishhook  cactus  habitat 
on  public  land. 

The  BLM  would  dispose  of  300  acres  of  habitat  on  the  east 
side  of  the  Avra  Valley  west  of  Tucson  with  populations  of 
Thornber  fishhook  cactus.  The  plants  of  Thornber  fishhook  cac- 
tus on  the  BLM  disposal  tracts  are  likely  to  be  destroyed  by 
secondary  impacts  from  development  on  adjacent  private  land. 
These  plant  losses  would  be  balanced  by  the  acquisition  of  other 
suitable  habitat  where  opportunities  for  management  of  the 
species  would  be  enhanced  by  blocking  federal  ownership,  e.g., 
the  Silver  Bell  Resource  Conservation  Area.  In  addition,  all 
public  land  parcels  adjacent  to  the  Tucson  Mountains  Unit 
of  Saguaro  National  Monument  would  be  retained  under 
BLM  administration.  At  least  one  of  these  parcels  contains 
Thornber  fishhook  cactus. 


Conclusion  (Thornber  Fishhook  Cactus):  Consolidating 
federal  ownership  through  land  acquisitions  would  increase  pro- 
tected habitat  by  13  percent  under  the  Proposed  RMP.  Even  with 
the  loss  of  some  known  habitat  through  disposal,  long-term 
benefits  to  the  species  under  the  Proposed  RMP  would  be 
positive. 

Sword  Milkvetch  -  Astragalus  xiphoides  -  Federal 
Category  1  -  Candidate.  Recent  inventories  have 
documented  the  occurrence  of  sword  milkvetch  on  two  BLM 
parcels  not  considered  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS.  Additionally, 
the  U.S.  Park  Service  has  reported  some  new  localities  for 
the  plant  within  Petrified  Forest  National  Park.  Under  the 
Proposed  RMP,  the  BLM  would  retain  two  of  the  three 
known  populations  currently  under  its  administration  and 
would  manage  the  parcels  (1,280  acres)  cooperatively  with 
the  U.S.  Park  Service.  A  tract  of  280  isolated  BLM  acres  near 
Holbrook  with  one  small  population  is  identified  for  disposal. 
All  but  three  of  the  known  sword  milkvetch  localities  are  cur- 
rently under  federal  control.  The  three  are  on  private  land 
which  is  expected  to  be  developed  in  the  future. 

Conclusion  (Sword  Milkvetch):  Current  information  on 
the  distribution  and  population  size  of  sword  milkvetch  on 
federal  lands  indicates  that  implementing  the  Proposed  RMP 
would  contribute  to  conservation  of  the  species  by  identify- 
ing all  but  one  of  the  known  localities  administered  by  the 
BLM  for  retention.  Protection  of  the  species  would  be 
enhanced  through  cooperative  management  with  the  U.S. 
National  Park  Service. 


Paperspined  Cactus  -  Pediocactus  papyracanthus  - 
Federal  Category  2  -  Candidate.  Under  the  Proposed  RMP. 
the  BLM  would  dispose  of  all  public  land  in  Arizona  with  known 
or  suitable  habitat  for  the  paperspined  cactus. 

Recent  inventory  of  habitat  in  the  RMP  area  indicates  the 
species  occurs  in  densities  up  to  900  plants  per  square  mile 
over  a  range  of  720  square  miles.  Land  exchanges  in  the 
habitat  area  are  not  expected  to  result  in  a  significant  change 
from  the  current  livestock  grazing  use.  Although  intensive 
grazing  systems  cause  local  declines  in  some  populations,  no 
widespread  use  of  these  systems  is  anticipated. 

Conclusion  (Paperspined  Cactus):  Implementing  the  Pro- 
posed RMP  would  not  cause  a  significant  decline  of  the 
species  given  the  expected  future  land  use  and  recent  indica- 
tions of  the  size  and  extent  of  the  current  populations. 
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Gila  Topminnow  -  Poeciliopsis  occidentaiis  occiden- 
talis  -  Federally  Endangered.  Under  the  Proposed  RMP,  the 
Gila  topminnow  population  in  Tule  Creek  would  be  managed 
and  monitored.  It  is  assumed  that  the  existing  population  would 
eventually  be  lost  due  to  natural  flooding  within  the  Tule  Creek 
drainage.  Under  the  Proposed  RMP,  the  fish  would  be  restocked, 
however,  thereby  maintaining  a  successfully  reproducing  Gila 
topminnow  population  in  the  RMP  area. 


Gila  topminnows  would  be  introduced  into  five  of  six  suitable 
sites  to  mitigate  the  1981  loss  of  the  natural  population  on  public 
land  in  Cocio  Wash.  Eight  of  the  recommended  total  of  20  in- 
troduction sites  in  Arizona  are  in  the  RMP  area,  but  two  are 
in  disposal  areas  and  one  is  in  the  Larry  Canyon  ACEC.  The 
AG&FD  and  USFWS  would  not  introduce  fish  onto  public  land 
that  is  expected  to  leave  federal  ownership.  Management  goals 
for  Larry  Canyon  did  not  identify  fish  introductions.  Acquiring 
land  would  benefit  recovery  efforts  as  the  new  land  is  likely  to 


89 


ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES 


contain  additional  sites  suitable  for  reintroduction.  However,  the 
extent  of  this  impact  is  unknown  since  the  land  has  not  yet  been 
inventoried  for  reintroduction  sites. 


Conclusion  (Gila  Topminnow):  Maintaining  an  existing 
population  and  reestablishing  fish  into  five  sites  within  their 
historic  range  would  assist  in  the  eventual  recovery  of  the  species. 

Desert  Pupfish  -  Cyprinodon  macularius  -  Federally 
Endangered  (also  State-listed).  Under  the  Proposed  RMP, 
the  Mesquite  Spring  population  of  pupfish  would  be  managed 
and  monitored.  Pupfish  would  be  introduced  into  three  suitable 
sites  in  the  RMP  area,  thereby  increasing  the  total  number  of 
occupied  sites  in  Arizona  by  57  percent.  The  AG&FD  and 
USFWS  would  not  put  fish  into  two  sites  on  land  proposed  for 
disposal,  preventing  an  additional  28  percent  increase.  However, 
acquisitions  under  the  Proposed  RMP  are  expected  to  offset  this 
impact  as  it  is  likely  that  the  acquired  land  will  contain  suitable 
reintroduction  sites. 


Conclusion  (Desert  Pupfish):  The  Mesquite  Spring  popula- 
tion would  be  managed  and  monitored  and  fish  introduced  into 
three  suitable  sites,  thus  increasing  the  occupied  sites  in  Arizona 
by  57  percent.  This,  along  with  the  acquisition  of  other  suitable 
sites,  will  assist  in  delisting  the  species. 

Little  Colorado  River  Spinedace  -  Lepidomeda  vittata 
•  Federally  Threatened.  Under  the  Proposed  RMP,  1.7  miles 
or  1.5  percent  of  the  total  Little  Colorado  River  spinedace  habitat 
would  be  removed  from  federal  protection  under  the  Endangered 
Species  Act.  Disposal  of  land  would  affect  the  fish  only  in  Silver 
Creek  and  would  not  affect  the  species  in  the  four  other  drainages 
which  constitute  its  habitat.  However,  since  all  federal  manage- 
ment would  be  eliminated  from  the  Silver  Creek  drainage,  the 
habitat  could  eventually  be  negatively  impacted  by  uncontested 
upstream  water  removal  projects.  Dewatcring  of  the  Silver  Creek 
drainage  would  eventually  cause  the  loss  of  suitable  spinedace 
habitat  on  the  disposal  land.  The  lack  of  federal  management 
of  spinedace  habitat  could  contribute  to  the  disappearance  of  the 
species  from  Silver  Creek,  one  of  the  five  major  drainages  in- 
habited by  spinedace. 

Conclusion  (Little  Colorado  River  Spinedace):  About  1.5 
percent  of  the  total  habitat  (eight  percent  of  the  Silver  Creek 
habitat)  would  be  removed  from  federal  protection  under  the 
Endangered  Species  Act.  A  September  1988  opinion  by  the 
USFWS  states  that  disposal  of  the  Silver  Creek  habitat  would 
not  jeopardize  the  species. 

Desert  Bighorn  Sheep  -  Ovis  canadensis  mexicana  - 
State-listed.  Under  the  Proposed  RMP,  39,200  of  the  39,330 
acres  of  public  land  in  crucial  desert  bighorn  sheep  habitat  would 
be  retained  and  designated  as  a  special  management  area  to  main- 
tain the  existing  population  of  50  to  60  desert  bighorn.  In  addi- 
tion, the  BLM  would  pursue  the  acquisition  of  11,400  acres  of 
state  land  within  the  management  area  and  manage  them  as 


crucial  habitat.  Overall,  the  land  tenure  adjustment  would  result 
in  a  22  percent  increase  in  the  amount  of  public  land  habitat 
for  bighorn  sheep  in  the  RMP  area  (See  Table  4-5).  Also,  90 
percent  of  the  total  crucial  habitat  in  the  RMP  area  would  come 
under  federal  ownership  and  be  actively  managed  for  desert 
bighorn  sheep. 


TABLE  4-5 

Wildlife  Habitat  Acreages 
Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Phoenix  District,  Arizona 

Species 

Proposed 
RMP* 

Under  Current 
Management 

Bighorn  Sheep 

Desert  Tortoise 

Pronghorn 
Sycamore  Mesa 
Apache-Navajo 

Mule  Deer 

Javelina 

50,600 

554.750 

63,100 

0 

353,250 

583,650 

39,330 
557,300 

9.100 
216,200 
268,800 
526,000 

'Acreages  include  BLM  and  state  land  recommended  for  acquisition. 
Source:  Arizona  Game  and  Fish  Department  and  Phoenix  District  files. 


Vehicular  use  is  expected  to  increase  throughout  the  Silver 
Bell  and  West  Silver  Bell  Mountains.  ORV  designations  recom- 
mended under  the  Proposed  RMP  would  prevent  habitat  damage 
to  bighorn  sheep  areas  and  would  prevent  the  animals  from  aban- 
doning significant  portions  of  the  habitat.  Closing  800  acres  in 
the  lambing  area  on  Ragged  Top  to  vehicular  use  would  prevent 
impacts  by  ORVs  and  would  reduce  impacts  from  mining  ac- 
tivities. Therefore,  closure  would  greatly  benefit  bighorn  popula- 
tions by  improving  bighorn  lambing  conditions. 

Under  the  Proposed  RMP,  there  would  be  no  new  surface 
disturbance  from  major  right-of-way  development  in  crucial 
desert  bighorn  habitat  because  such  development  would  be 
limited  to  existing  corridors.  Construction  of  such  rights-of-way 
in  the  designated  utility  corridor  along  the  western  edge  of  crucial 
habitat  would  conflict  with  bighorn  travel  between  crucial  habitat 
and  the  Tohono  O'Odham  Reservation,  but  mitigating  measures 
would  keep  conflicts  to  a  minimum  and  maintain  the  travel 
corridor. 

Designating  Confidence  Peak  as  a  communication  site  would 
negatively  impact  bighorn  use  of  400  acres  of  habitat  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  peak.  One  existing  facility  is  accessed  by  a  jeep 
trail.  Construction,  maintenance  and  use  of  communication 
facilities  would  create  additional  intrusions  into  bighorn  habitat. 

Prohibiting  surface  occupancy  on  oil  and  gas  leases  within 
30,200  acres  of  crucial  desert  bighorn  habitat  would  benefit 
bighorn  by  preventing  habitat  destruction  and  disruption  of 
habitat  use  patterns. 

Conclusion  (Desert  Bighorn  Sheep):  The  existing  popula- 
tion of  50  to  60  is  expected  to  remain  stable.  The  BLM's  objec- 
tive to  maintain  a  viable  population  in  the  Silver  Bell-West  Silver 
Bell  Mountains  and  to  increase  habitat  capability  would  be  met. 
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Desert  Tortoise  -  Gopherus  agassizi.  Under  the  Proposed 
RMP,  377,200  acres  of  the  557,300  public  land  acres  current- 
ly within  the  range  of  desert  tortoise  would  be  retained.  In 
addition,  the  BLM  would  pursue  the  acquisition  of  177,540 
additional  acres  within  this  range.  Overall  land  tenure  ad- 
justments would  result  in  BLM  management  of  554,740  acres 
within  desert  tortoise  range,  less  than  a  one  percent  decrease 
in  public  land  habitat  (See  Table  4-5). 

The  BLM  would  retain  58,740  of  the  61,300  acres  of  tortoise 
habitat  identified  as  important  and  acquire  22,032  additional 
acres.  Overall,  the  Proposed  RMP  would  result  in  a  30  percent 
increase  in  the  amount  of  known  important  tortoise  habitat  on 
public  land  in  the  RMP  area.  This  important  habitat  in  the 
Picacho  Mountains,  Silver  Bell  Mountains  and  the  Donnelly 
Wash-Grayback  area  would  be  managed  to  maintain  habitat 
capability.  Such  management  would  seek  to  ensure  the  viability 
of  existing  populations. 

Identifying  7,980  acres  of  state  land  in  the  Picacho  Moun- 
tains for  acquisition,  designating  a  special  management  area 
in  the  Picacho  Mountains  and  implementing  activity  plan  ac- 
tions would  result  in  the  maintenance  of  existing  populations 
in  these  important  habitats. 

The  designation  of  two  communication  sites  on  two  of  the 
highest  peaks  in  the  Picacho  Mountains  is  not  expected  to  im- 
pact desert  tortoise  populations  because  tortoise  generally  inhabit 
the  lower  elevations  and  no  roads  would  be  constructed  to  access 
the  sites. 

Vehicular  use  is  expected  to  increase  throughout  the  range  of 
the  desert  tortoise.  Limiting  vehicles  to  existing  roads  and  trails 
would  prevent  habitat  damage  and  tortoise  injuries.  However, 
impacts  associated  with  existing  roads  would  continue. 

Approximately  32,200  acres  (six  percent)  of  desert  tortoise 
range  on  public  land  is  included  in  four  CRMAs.  Management 
plans  for  these  areas  would  include  actions  to  prevent  and 
mitigate  tortoise  habitat  disturbances.  However,  in  these  CRMAs, 
tortoise  populations  would  be  expected  to  exhibit  a  downward 
trend  in  localized  developed  areas  or  areas  of  high  visitor  use 
because  of  surface  disturbances,  disruption  of  home  ranges,  col- 
lection and  vandalism. 


Conclusion  (Desert  Tortoise):  The  BLM's  objective  of 
maintaining  the  capabilities  of  important  habitat  to  support 
desert  tortoise  populations  would  be  met  through  land  ac- 
quisitions and  special  management. 

Pronghorn  -  Antilocapra  americana.  The  RMP  area  has 
two  areas  that  support  populations  of  pronghorn  antelope,  one 
on  Sycamore  Mesa  east  of  Cordes  Junction  and  the  other  in 
Apache  and  Navajo  counties.  On  Sycamore  Mesa,  antelope  in- 
habit about  78,000  acres  of  which  about  12  percent  (9,100  acres) 
is  currently  public  land. 

Under  the  Proposed  RMP,  all  9.100  acres  of  Sycamore  Mesa 
and  Perry  Mesa  habitat  would  be  retained.  In  addition,  the  BLM 
would  pursue  the  acquisition  of  54,000  acres  of  habitat  on  state 
land.  Overall  land  tenure  adjustments  would  result  in  the  BLM 


administering  63,100  acres  of  pronghorn  habitat,  a  590  per- 
cent increase  over  the  existing  situation  (See  Table  4-5).  Public 
and  acquired  pronghorn  habitat  would  be  managed  to  protect 
and  improve  habitat  conditions  and  to  facilitate  pronghorn  move- 
ment throughout  their  habitat.  Active  management  of  pronghorn 
habitat  would  result  in  a  slight  increase  in  pronghorn  numbers. 

Under  the  Proposed  RMP,  public  land  comprising  24  percent 
of  a  pronghorn  travel  corridor  between  Sycamore  Mesa  and 
Chino  Valley  would  be  disposed  of  through  exchanges.  The 
majority  of  this  land  would  be  developed  under  private  owner- 
ship, which  would  greatly  restrict  pronghorn  movement  through 
the  corridor.  The  loss  of  the  travel  corridor  would  contribute 
to  the  geographic  isolation  of  the  mesa  and  valley  populations 
and  subsequent  loss  of  genetic  diversity. 

In  Apache  and  Navajo  counties,  public  land  amounts  to  about 
seven  percent  of  the  two  counties'  total  pronghorn  habitat.  Under 
the  Proposed  RMP,  all  public  land  pronghorn  habitat  would  be 
disposed  of.  Two  percent  of  this  disposal  land  is  near  land  which 
is  currently  being  subdivided  and  is  likely  to  be  developed  in 
the  near  future.  As  subdivisions  become  numerous  and  human 
occupants  settle  in,  the  land  would  lose  its  value  as  pronghorn 
habitat. 


Conclusion  (Pronghorn):  Through  land  acquisitions,  public 
land  habitat  on  Sycamore  Mesa  would  increase  by  590  percent 
and  be  actively  managed.  Numbers  would  increase  slightly  even 
though  restricted  movement  through  the  travel  corridor  would 
be  more  restricted  because  of  land  disposal  and  subsequent 
new  development  in  the  area.  Two  percent  of  the  total  habitat 
in  Apache  and  Navajo  counties  would  eventually  be  abandoned 
as  a  result  of  subdivision  development,  but  the  remaining  land 
(five  percent  of  the  total)  would  continue  to  provide  habitat. 


Mule  Deer  -  Odocoileus  hemionus.  Under  the  Proposed 
RMP,  182,000  acres  of  public  land  which  supports  medium  to 
high  density  mule  deer  populations  would  be  retained.  In  addi- 
tion, the  BLM  would  pursue  the  acquisition  of  171,250  acres 
of  such  habitat.  Overall  land  tenure  adjustments  under  the  Pro- 
posed RMP  would  result  in  the  BLM  administering  353,250 
acres  of  mule  deer  habitat  in  the  RMP  area,  a  31  percent  in- 
crease (See  Table  4-5). 

The  majority  of  this  public  land  is  in  the  White  Canyon  RCA 
with  the  remainder  in  the  Picacho  Mountain  and  Black  Canyon 
RCAs.  The  land  is  currently  providing  high  value  deer  habitat 
and  would  be  managed  to  ensure  that  it  continues  to  provide 
important  mule  deer  habitat. 

Under  the  Proposed  RMP,  93,000  acres  of  the  public  land  in 
the  RMP  area  that  provides  mule  deer  habitat  would  be  disposed 
of  through  exchanges.  More  than  half  is  in  areas  that  are  likely 
to  be  developed  in  the  near  future.  The  land  would  eventually 
support  lew  or  no  deer. 

Mule  deer  habitat  would  be  managed  under  two  updated  HMPs 
(Black  Canyon  and  Middle  Gila)  and  one  new  HMP  (Picacho 
Mountains).  Management  actions  directed  toward  maintaining 


91 


ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES 


Black  Canyon,  Lake  Pleasant,  White  Canyon,  Silver  Bell  and 
Picacho  Mountains  RCAs  would  be  managed  to  ensure  good  con- 
dition javelina  habitat.  Acquired  land  would  block  up  extensive 
areas  in  the  four  RCAs  which  would  be  managed  to  benefit 
javelina. 

About  one-third  of  the  javelina  habitat  identified  for  disposal 
is  in  areas  likely  to  be  developed  soon.  Once  the  land  begins 
to  be  developed,  it  would  lose  value  as  javelina  habitat  and  would 
support  lower  densities.  The  javelina  that  do  remain  would  event- 
ually become  nuisance  animals  on  private  land. 

Javelina  habitat  would  be  managed  under  three  updated  HMPs 
(Black  Canyon,  Middle  Gila  and  Silver  Bell-Baboquivari)  and 
one  new  HMP  (Picacho  Mountains).  Public  land  would  con- 
tinue to  support  existing  populations  and  javelina  numbers  would 
increase  in  areas  where  habitat  improvements  are  instituted. 

ORV  designations  limiting  vehicles  to  existing  roads  and  trails 
in  the  majority  of  the  RMP  area  and  closure  of  specific  areas 
would  prevent  the  loss  of  habitat  and  the  harassment  of  javelina. 
ORV  restrictions  would  contribute  to  the  maintenance  of  im- 
portant habitat. 

Conclusion  (Javelina):  Public  land  supporting  medium  to 
high  density  populations  would  increase  by  11  percent.  Acquisi- 
tion of  state  land  in  five  RCAs  would  benefit  by  blocking  up  areas 
of  important  habitat  and  maintaining  or  improving  habitat  quality. 
The  BLM's  objective  to  increase  habitat  capability  by  four  per- 
cent would  be  realized.  ORV  designations  would  prevent  local- 
ized losses  caused  by  heavy  off-road  vehicular  use. 


and  improving  mule  deer  habitat  would  be  undertaken  and  mule 
deer  numbers  should  increase  in  these  areas. 

ORV  designations  limiting  vehicles  to  existing  roads  and  trails 
in  the  majority  of  the  RMP  area  and  closing  specific  areas  would 
prevent  the  loss  of  deer  habitat  and  harassment  of  mule  deer. 
ORV  designation  would  prevent  localized  decreases  in  mule  deer 
numbers  caused  by  heavy  off-road  vehicular  use. 

Conclusion  (Mule  Deer):  Land  acquisitions  would  increase 
public  land  habitat  supporting  medium  to  high  density  popula- 
tions by  31  percent  and  total  habitat  capability  would  increase 
by  three  percent  because  of  ORV  designations  and  improvements 
planned  under  updated  HMPs. 

Javelina  -  Dicotyles  tajacu.  Under  the  Proposed  RMP, 
453,000  of  the  526,000  acres  of  public  land  currently  support- 
ing medium  to  high  density  javelina  populations  would  be 
retained.  In  addition,  the  BLM  would  attempt  to  acquire  1130,650 
acres  of  such  habitat.  Overall  land  tenure  adjustments  under  the 
Proposed  RMP  would  result  in  an  11  percent  increase  in  public- 
land  javelina  habitat  in  the  RMP  area. 


EFFECTS  ON  WILD, 
FREE-ROAMING  BURROS 

Under  the  Proposed  RMP,  80,800  acres  of  historic  burro 
habitat  in  the  proposed  Lake  Pleasant  Resource  Conservation 
Area  would  be  designated  a  special  management  area  (SMA) 
for  burros.  The  SMA  would  include  current  public  land  and  land 
identified  for  acquisition.  Including  acquired  land,  the  public 
land  used  by  burros  would  increase  by  three  percent.  The 
designation  of  the  burro  herd  SMA  and  subsequent  implemen- 
tation of  a  herd  management  area  plan  would  provide  for  a  base 
herd  of  80  burros. 

The  proposed  increase  in  burro  densities  to  about  one  animal 
per  1,000  acres  would  increase  breeding  interaction  and  would 
halt  the  current  population  decline.  ORV  restrictions  proposed 
under  this  alternative  would  benefit  burros  by  reducing  the 
opportunities  for  harassment  of  burros  in  remote,  roadless  areas. 

Conclusion  (Wild,  Free-Roaming  Burros):  A  three  per- 
cent increase  in  public  land  for  use  by  burros,  the  reduction  in 
harassment  incidents  through  ORV  restrictions  and  an  activity 
plan  detailing  other  protection  measures  would  allow  for  the 
maintenance  of  an  80-animal  herd  without  negatively  impacting 
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EFFECTS  ON  RECREATION  USE 

Under  the  Proposed  RMP,  existing  opportunities  for  unstruc- 
tured and  dispersed  recreation  activities  would  be  maintained 
(Table  4-6).  Additional  efforts  would  be  made  to  enhance  these 
opportunities  or  contribute  to  the  development  of  new  activities 
or  recreation  facilities  through  R&PPA  leases,  CRMAs  and 
BLM-managed  recreation  areas. 

Five  R&PP  leases  totaling  2,830  acres  would  be  issued. 
Urban-based  recreation  opportunities  would  benefit  from  this 
action  because  the  availability  of  low  cost  federal  land  would 
enable  state  and  local  governments  to  build  and  expand  parks, 
recreation  sites  and  wildlife  protection  areas.  The  areas  would 
satisfy  the  needs  of  local  governments  to  provide  developed  and 
intensively  managed  visitor  facilities  accessible  to  expanding 
metropolitan  areas. 

Five  cooperative  recreation  management  areas  (CRMAs) 
totalling  33,900  acres  would  be  managed  cooperatively  with 
local  governments  for  intensive  recreation  purposes-23,600  of 
these  acres  are  outside  the  identified  RCA  boundaries.  These 
CRMAs  would  greatly  enhance  recreation  opportunities  in  the 
RMP  area  by  making  large  blocks  of  land  near  major 
metropolitan  areas  available  for  various  open  space  recreation 
pursuits.  Through  a  series  of  land  exchanges,  the  BLM  would 
work  to  consolidate  public  ownership  within  and  would 
cooperatively  manage  with  local  governments  the  Lake  Pleasant. 
Black  Canyon  Trail,  San  Tan  Mountains.  Tortolita  Mountains 
and  Sawtooth  Mountains  CRMAs. 

The  establishment  of  seven  resource  conservation  areas  (RCAs) 
would  provide  extensive  areas  of  public  land  for  dispersed, 
unstructured  recreation  activities.  Limiting  ORVs  to  existing 


roads  and  trails  would  prevent  surface  disturbance  in  these  RCAs 
and  protect  the  visual  and  scenic  qualities  of  each  area. 

Legal  access  routes  would  be  acquired  into  the  Sawtooth. 
Picacho,  Coyote  and  Baboquivari  mountains.  Recreationists 
would  be  assured  of  future  access  to  these  areas  through 
private  land  parcels. 

The  BLM  would  play  a  major  role  in  the  development  of 
Maricopa  County's  Lake  Pleasant  Regional  Park  by  entering  into 
a  management  agreement  with  Maricopa  County  for  managing 
the  park,  with  development  centered  on  public  land.  Through 
this  agreement,  the  BLM  can  offer  a  wide  variety  of  water-based 
recreation  opportunities  not  presently  available  on  Phoenix 
District  public  land.  The  BLM  and  Maricopa  County  will 
manage  the  public  land  within  the  expanded  park  boundaries. 
The  Lake  Pleasant  master  plan  calls  for  a  new  lodge,  two 
marinas,  restaurants,  campgrounds,  roads,  trails  and  a  primitive 
area.  A  new  paved  highway  across  public  land  into  the  park  from 
State  Highway  74  was  dedicated  on  August  26,  1987. 

Visitor  use  of  the  park  and  surrounding  BLM-managed  public- 
land  would  rise  considerably  as  the  lake  fills  and  new  facilities 
are  developed. 

Existing  dispersed  recreation  opportunities  on  public  land  out- 
side the  regional  park  would  be  maintained  or  enhanced  by 
establishment  of  the  Lake  Pleasant  RCA. 

Open  space  recreation  opportunities  would  be  greatly  ex- 
panded by  the  establishment  of  the  Hells  Canyon  Recreation 
Management  Area  and  by  blocking  up  public  land  in  the  RCA. 
Hiking,  backpacking,  plant  and  wildlife  sightseeing  and  camp- 
ing would  increase.  ORV  and  all-terrain  vehicle  use  (confined 
to  existing  roads  and  trails)  would  also  increase. 


TABLE  4-6 

Projected  Long-Term  Recreation  Visits  Per  Year 
Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Phoenix  District,  Arizona 


Motorized 

Use  Areas 

Travel 

Camping 

Fishing 

Hunting 

Other 

Totals 

Baboquivari/ 

Coyote  Mtns. 

100 

800 

0 

200 

1,300 

2,400 

Silver  Bell/ 

Sawtooth  Mtns. 

17.100 

6,000 

0 

14,000 

28,000 

65.100 

Picacho  Mtns./ 

Reservoir 

200 

250 

0 

300 

500 

1.250 

Gila  River 

Canyons 

13.660 

3,000 

400 

17,400 

23,000 

57.460 

Black  Canyon 

Area 

9.275 

3,000 

0 

1,000 

11,800 

25.075 

Lake  Pleasant 

Region 

402,400 

300,000 

400,000 

35.300 

62,000 

1,200,000 

Scattered  tracts 

450 
442.485 

50 
313,100 

0 
400,400 

175 
68.375 

420 

1.095 

TOTALS 

127,020 

1,352,380 

Source:  Phoenix  District  files. 

Recreation  Management  Information  System  Data. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES 


Under  the  Proposed  RMP,  the  Black  Canyon  RCA  would  pro- 
vide improved  unstructured  and  diverse  recreation  opportunities. 
Visitor  use  levels  would  increase  in  all  recreation  types  because 
of  population  growth  and  the  increased  availability  of  public  land, 
but  the  greatest  increase  (about  100  percent)  is  anticipated  in 
hiking,  backpacking,  backcountry  camping  and  equestrian  use. 
The  establishment,  marking  and  signing  of  the  60-mile  Black 
Canyon  Hiking  and  Equestrian  Trail  (CRMA-BLM  and 
Maricopa/Yavapai  counties)  would  be  the  major  contributor  in 
the  growth  in  nonmotorized  activities. 

The  Gila  River  canyons  would  continue  to  provide  unstruc- 
tured and  undeveloped  dispersed  recreation  opportunities.  The 
types  and  patterns  of  most  recreation  use,  except  nonmotorized, 
would  remain  similar  to  that  of  the  present,  with  visitor  use  gains 
averaging  28  percent.  Nonmotorized  travel  would  experience  the 
greatest  visitor  use  gains  (70  percent)  because  the  Trans-Arizona 
Trail  crosses  the  area  and  because  of  the  popularity  of  White 
and  Walnut  canyons  to  hikers.  Outstanding  scenic,  wildlife, 
riparian  and  cultural  values  would  attract  hikers  and  permit 
nature  study  and  observation. 

Cross-country  ORV  use  would  be  limited  to  existing  roads 
and  trails  in  the  area,  but  ORV  use  levels  would  still  increase 
as  there  arc  numerous  trails  and  roads  available  to  pursue  those 
activities. 

The  Picacho  Mountains  would  continue  to  provide  unstruc- 
tured and  dispersed  recreation  opportunities  under  the  Proposed 
RMP.  About  75  percent  of  existing  ORV  opportunities  would 
be  lost,  however,  with  the  disposal  of  the  northern  portion  of 
the  Picacho  Range.  The  quality  of  backcountry  or  primitive 
recreation  experiences  would  decline  somewhat  because  of  ad- 
ditional microwave  communication  site  development  on  Newman 
Peak.  Improved  legal  access  would  increase  hunting,  sightsee- 
ing, camping,  hiking  and  wildlife  observation  opportunities.  The 
area  would  remain  an  excellent  setting  to  observe  desert  tortoise 
and  deer  populations. 

The  area  comprising  the  Sawtooth  Mountains  and  Silver  Bell 
Mountain  complex  would  provide  both  developed  and 
undeveloped  dispersed  types  of  recreation  opportunities.  The 
quality  of  those  opportunities  would  increase  because  of  managed 
visitor  use,  including  ORV  designations  and  establishment  of 
several  special  management  areas.  The  Sawtooth  Mountains 
would  be  developed  as  a  CRMA,  enhancing  recreation  oppor- 
tunities in  the  area. 

The  types  and  patterns  of  recreation  use  would  remain  similar 
to  present  ones  except  in  the  Sawtooth  Mountains.  Additional 
residential  development  in  the  Altar  Valley  and  nearby  retire- 
ment communities  would  increase  visitor  use  levels  by  an  average 
of  37  percent,  with  the  greatest  gains  in  ORV  and  other  motorized 
use.  Hunting  levels  would  remain  static  due  to  unchanged  small 
game  and  deer  populations. 

In  the  Coyote  and  Baboquivari  mountains,  the  types,  patterns 
and  level  of  visitor  use,  except  motorized,  would  triple  over  the 
long  term  as  legal  access  is  provided  to  these  public  land  areas. 
Outstanding  rockclimbing,  hiking,  primitive  camping,  wildlife 
observation,  sightseeing  and  backcountry  experiences  would  be 


maintained.  Reliable  access  would  increase  hunting  in  the  eastern 
canyons  of  the  Coyote  Mountains. 

Scattered  Tracts.  The  sale,  exchange  and  disposal  of  many 
scattered  tracts  of  BLM  land  under  this  alternative  would  cause 
a  loss  of  88  percent  of  existing  recreation  opportunities  associated 
with  this  land. 
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SHORT  TERM  USE  VERSUS  LONG  TERM  PRODUCTIVITY 


Conclusion  (Recreation):  Consolidated  public  ownership  of 
land  in  seven  RCAs  would  provide  expanded  open  space  recrea- 
tion opportunities  near  major  metropolitan  centers.  Five  CRMAs 
would  allow  development  of  intensively  managed  recreation  areas 
and  five  R&PP  leases  would  significantly  improve  local  govern- 
ments' ability  to  provide  urban-oriented  recreation  facilities. 


Mitigating  Measures 

No  specific  mitigation  measures  have  been  identified  in  this 
RMP/EIS  that  would  reduce  the  impacts  of  implementing  the 
Proposed  RMP  Mitigation  is  deemed  necessary  when  the  BLM 
begins  implementing  actions  identified  in  the  approved 
RMP/EIS.  At  that  time,  an  environmental  assessment  identify- 
ing the  environmental  impacts  of  each  activity  plan  will  be 
developed  and  specific  mitigation  measures  will  be  incorporated 
into  the  assessment  to  lessen  those  impacts.  Therefore,  mitiga- 
tion measures  will  be  incorporated  on  a  site-specific  basis  as 
this  RMP  is  implemented. 


land  and  resources  in  the  Phoenix  RMP  area.  To  accomplish 
this  objective,  it  is  anticipated  that  the  BLM  will  dispose  of  some 
land  containing  resource  values  that  would  be  better  protected 
under  federal  ownership.  However,  the  benefits  of  achieving  the 
long-term  objectives  of  this  plan  outweigh  the  short-term  loss 
of  some  resource  values  that  would  occur  as  the  plan  is 
implemented. 

The  land  tenure  adjustment  program  identified  in  the  RMP/EIS 
has  many  such  short-term  tradeoffs.  Scattered  public  land  that 
provides  limited  recreation  opportunities  would  be  exchanged 
for  large  blocks  that  would  provide  extensive  recreation  oppor- 
tunities near  large  population  centers.  Land  identified  for  disposal 
may  contain  one  or  more  resource  values  that  would  benefit  from 
federal  protection;  however,  through  the  disposal  of  these  tracts, 
the  BLM  would  acquire  land  and  consolidate  ownership  in 
areas  containing,  in  most  instances,  resource  values  in  greater 
abundance  than  those  present  on  the  disposal  parcels. 
Therefore,  over  the  short  term  land  disposals  may  negatively 
impact  some  resources,  but  over  the  long  term  many  would 
be  greatly  benefited. 


Unavoidable  Adverse  Impacts 

No  mitigation  measures  have  been  identified  to  lessen  the 
adverse  impacts  of  implementing  the  Proposed  RMP.  When  the 
BLM  begins  implementing  the  plan,  site-specific  mitigation  will 
be  developed  to  mitigate  the  impacts  identified  during  the  en- 
vironmental assessment  process.  At  this  time,  all  adverse  impacts 
identified  in  this  RMP/EIS  are  considered  unavoidable. 


Short-Term  Use  Versus 
Long-Term  Productivity 

The  basic  objective  of  the  RMP/EIS  is  to  provide  for  efficient 
and  environmentally  sound  long-term  management  of  the  public 


Irreversible  And  Irretrievable 
Commitments  Of  Resources 

It  is  assumed  that  effects  (impacts)  to  resources  from  im- 
plementing the  Proposed  RMP  would  be  both  irreversible  and 
irretrievable  over  the  long  term  (five  to  20  years).  A  discussion 
of  both  direct  (immediate)  and  indirect  (future)  effects  of  im- 
plementing the  Proposed  RMP  is  included  in  the  environmen- 
tal consequences  narrative  in  Chapter  4  of  this  document.  The 
consequences  of  implementing  the  other  alternatives  studied  are 
summarized  in  Table  S-l  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS. 
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CHAPTER  5 


CONSULTATION  AND  COORDINATION 


Introduction 

This  Phoenix  Resource  Management  Plan/Environmental 
Impact  Statement  (RMP/EIS)  is  being  prepared  by  specialists 
from  the  Phoenix  District  Office  and  the  Phoenix  Resource  Area. 
The  Arizona  State  Office  planning  staff  and  resource  specialists 
provide  technical  reviews  and  suggestions.  Developing  this 
RMP/EIS  began  in  1986. 
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Team  Leader  -  Proposed  RMP/FEIS 
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Wendell  provided  word  processing  and  technical  assistance. 
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Wanda  D.  Johnson,  Editorial  Assistant 
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College,  Washington.  Wanda  provided  word  processing  and 
technical  assistance.  She  has  worked  4.5  years  for  the  BLM. 

Hector  B.  Abrego,  Realty  Specialist 
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Phoenix  Training  Center.  Hector  wrote  the  Land  sections. 
He  has  worked  11  years  for  the  BLM. 

Clair  Button,  Botanist 

BS' in  Natural  Resources,  University  of  Michigan.  Clair 
wrote  the  Special  Status  Plants  section.  He  has  worked  for 
the  BLM  for  10  years. 

Joyce  Cook,  Public  Contact  Specialist 

Joyce  created  the  land  status  maps  and  was  responsible  for 
verifying  the  cartographic  input  and  all  land  status  infor- 
mation. She  has  worked  for  the  BLM  for  15  years. 

Kimberly  J.  Fritz,  Range  Conservationist 
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wrote  the  Riparian  and  Wildlife  sections.  She  has  worked 
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PhD  in  Soil  Science,  University  of  Idaho.  Russ  prepared 
the  responses  to  the  Soil,  Water  and  Air  and  Watershed 
Management  related  public  comments.  He  has  worked  10 
years  for  the  BLM. 

Joann  Landis,  Word  Process  Operator 
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D.  Dean  Bibles,  Arizona  State  Director 
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Robert  E.  Archibald,  Jr.,  Realty  Specialist 
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The  following  people  from  the  BLM's  Phoenix  District 
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RMP/EIS. 

Henri  R.  Bisson,  Phoenix  District  Manager 
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Arthur  E.  Tower,  Phoenix  Resource  Area  Manager 
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SCOPING  (Issue  Identification) 

Scoping  served  to  identify  the  significant  issues  to  be  ana- 
lyzed in  the  RMP/EIS  and  dc-emphasized  or  eliminated  from 
detailed  study  insignificant  issues  or  issues  addressed  in  earlier 
environmental  reviews.  The  significant  environmental  issues 
were  then  incorporated  into  a  range  of  alternatives,  and  the  ef- 
fects or  impacts  of  implementing  the  alternatives  were  analyzed 
in  this  RMP/EIS. 

The  BLM  held  several  public  scoping  meetings  to  help  iden- 
tify public  concerns  about  issues.  Based  on  professional  judg- 
ment, BLM  resource  specialists  also  identified  issues.  A  review 
of  all  issues  by  resource  managers  and  an  interdisciplinary  team 
concluded  the  scoping  process. 
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RMP  RECIPIENTS 


The  scoping  process  for  this  RMP/EIS  involved  several  phases, 
extending  from  February  1986  to  April  1988. 


PUBLIC  INVOLVEMENT  AND  CONSULTATION 
DURING  DEVELOPMENT  OF  THE  RMP/EIS 

An  active  public  participation  program  was  conducted  from 
the  start  of  the  planning  process  for  this  document.  The  follow- 
ing section  highlights  the  public  participation  opportunities 
available  during  the  RMP's  development. 

January  1986 

Federal  Register  notice,  press  release  and  public  mailing 
(900  individuals  and  groups)  announcing  the  beginning  of 
the  Phoenix  RMP/EIS  and  inviting  public  participation  on 
issue  identification. 

February  1986 

Public  meetings  held  in  Tucson,  Phoenix,  Holbrook  and 
St.  Johns  to  solicit  comments  on  planning  issues. 

May  1986 

Issue  newsletter  (900  recipients)  with  issue  identification 
results. 

March  through  September  1986 

Interest  group  scoping  meetings  included  environmental 
groups,  special  interest  public  land  users,  city,  county,  state 
and  federal  government  officials  and  Indian  tribal  councils. 

November  1986 

Issue  newsletter  (900  recipients)  to  solicit  comments  on 
preliminary  alternatives. 

December  1986 

Public  meetings  in  Tucson,  Phoenix,  Holbrook  and  St. 
Johns  to  solicit  comments  on  alternatives. 

January  through  July  1987 

Continue  meetings  with  interest  groups  and  individuals  to 
discuss  alternatives. 

July  1987 

Issue  newsletter  describing  final  list  of  alternatives  chosen 
for  study  in  the  RMP/EIS. 

January  1988 

Publish  draft  RMP/EIS  and  begin  90-day  public  comment 
period. 

February  1988 

Public  hearings  in  Tucson  and  Phoenix  to  solicit  comments 
on  the  draft  RMP/EIS. 

December  1988 

Publish  Proposed  RMP  and  Final  EIS. 


LIST  OF  AGENCIES,  ORGANIZATIONS, 

AND  PERSONS  TO  WHOM  COPIES 

OF  THIS  STATEMENT  WILL  BE  SENT 

Because  of  the  size  of  the  mailing  list  (900),  only  a  partial 
list  of  those  who  will  receive  the  document  follows. 


Federal  Agencies 

Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation 
Department  of  Agriculture 

Forest  Service 

Soil  Conservation  Service 
Department  of  Defense 

Army  Corps  of  Engineers 

U.S.  Air  Force 
Department  of  Energy 
Department  of  the  Interior 

Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 

Bureau  of  Mines 

Bureau  of  Reclamation 

Department  of  Transportation 

Federal  Aviation  Administration 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

Geological  Survey 

National  Park  Service 
Environmental  Protection  Agency 
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Arizona  State  Agencies 

Arizona  Commission  of  Agriculture  and  Horticulture 

Arizona  Department  of  Environmental  Quality 

Arizona  Department  of  Health  Services 

Arizona  Department  of  Library,  Archives,  and  Public  Records 

Arizona  Department  of  Transportation 

Arizona  Game  and  Fish  Department 

Arizona  Office  of  Economic  Planning  and  Development 

Arizona  Oil  and  Gas  Commission 

Arizona  Outdoor  Recreation  Coordinating  Commission 

Arizona  State  Clearinghouse 

Arizona  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 

Arizona  State  Land  Commissioner 

Arizona  State  Parks  Board 

Arizona  Department  of  Water  Resources 

Bureau  of  Geology  and  Mineral  Technology 

Governor's  Commission  on  Arizona  Environment 

Mineral  Resource  Department 


101 


CONSULTATION  AND  COORDINATION 


Local  Agencies 

Central  Arizona  Association  of  Governments 

City  of  Casa  Grande 

City  of  Eloy 

City  of  Phoenix 

City  of  Superior 

City  of  Tucson 

Gila  County  Planning  and  Zoning  Department 

Maricopa  County  Association  of  Governments 

Maricopa  County  Board  of  Supervisors 

Maricopa  County  Parks  Department 

Maricopa  County  Planning  and  Zoning  Commission 

Mohave  County  Board  of  Supervisors 

Mohave  County  Planning  and  Zoning  Commission 

Northern  Arizona  Council  of  Governments 

Pima  County  Association  of  Governments 

Pima  County  Board  of  Supervisors 

Pima  County  Parks  and  Recreation  Department 

Pima  County  Planning  and  Zoning  Department 

Pinal  County  Board  of  Supervisors 

Pinal  County  Planning  and  Zoning  Department 

Yavapai  County  Board  of  Supervisors 

Yavapai  County  Planning  and  Zoning  Department 


League  of  Women  Voters 

National  Audubon  Society 

Natural  Resources  Defense  Council,  Incorporated 

New  Mexico  and  Arizona  Land  and  Cattle  Company 

News  Media 

Oil  and  Gas  Companies 

ORV  Clubs 

Phoenix  District  Advisory  Council 

Phoenix-Lower  Gila  Resource  Area  Grazing  Advisory  Board 

Public  Lands  Council 

Rockhound  Clubs 

Santa  Fe  Minerals 

Sierra  Club,  Grand  Canyon  Chapter 

Sierra  Club,  Rincon  Chapter 

Sierra  Club,  Southwest  Office 

United  Four-Wheel-Drive  Association 

Wild  Burro  Protection  Association 

The  Wilderness  Society 

Wildlife  Society 

Yuma  Audubon  Society 


Elected  Representatives 


Indian  Tribes  and  Councils 

Ak-Chin  Indian  Community 

Fort  McDowell  Mohave-Apache  Community  Council 

Gila  River  Indian  Community 

Hopi  Tribal  Council 

Navajo  Tribal  Council 

Pascua  Yaqui  Tribal  Council 

Salt  River  Pima-Maricopa  Community  Council 

Tohono  O'Odham  Council 

Yavapai-Apache  Community  Council 

Yavapai-Prescott  Board  of  Directors 


FEDERAL 

Senator  Dennis  DeConcini 
Senator  John  McCain 
Representative  Jim  Kolbe 
Representative  Jon  Kyi 
Representative  Bob  Stump 
Representative  Morris  K.  Udall 
Representative  John  J.  Rhodes  III 


STATE 

Governor  Rose  Mofford 
Speaker  of  the  House 
President  of  the  Senate 


Interest  Groups 

Arizona  Cattle  Growers  Association 

Arizona  Desert  Bighorn  Sheep  Society 

Arizona  Mining  Association 

Arizona  Mining  and  Prospecting  Association 

Arizona  Nature  Conservancy 

Arizona  Outdoor  Coalition 

Arizona  Prospectors  and  Small  Mine  Operators  Association 

Arizona  Public  Service 

Arizona  State  Association  of  Four-Wheel-Drive  Clubs, 

Incorporated 
Arizona  Wildlife  Federation 
Audubon  Society 

Bureau  of  Land  Management  Advisory  Board 
Defenders  of  Wildlife 
Desert  Tortoise  Council 

International  Society  for  the  Protection  of  Mustangs  and  Burros 
Kingman  Grazing  Advisory  Board 
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PUBLIC  COMMENTS 


Public  Comments  On  The  Draft 
RMP/EIS 

The  results  of  public  comments  on  the  draft  RMP/EIS  are 
separated  into  three  sections:  1)  BLM's  general  response  to  public 
comments  2)  public  hearing  transcripts  3)  public  comment  let- 
ters and  BLM's  specific  responses. 


BLM's  General  Response  to  Comments 

Planning  Process:  This  response  is  designed  to  clarify  the 
differences  between  the  various  levels  in  the  BLM  planning  pro- 
cess. Detailed  information  is  available  in  the  Planning  Regula- 
tions (43  CFR  1600)  and  the  BLM  Planning  Manual  (Sections 
1600  through  1630). 

The  planning  system  incorporates  three  tiers:  the  most  general 
is  the  policy  tier  that  identifies  goals,  objectives,  priorities,  alter- 
natives and  other  factors  for  use  in  planning.  Illustrative  of  this 
is  the  Arizona  State  Director  Policy  for  Resource  Management 
Planning  that  directs  the  initiation  and  development  of  resource 
management  plans  throughout  the  state. 

The  Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP)  is  a  second  tier.  This 
general  document  outlines  planning  goals  and  actions  for  multi- 
ple use  management  of  the  public  lands  in  a  district  or  resource 
area.  The  RMP  establishes  the  combinations  of  land  and  resource 
uses;  related  levels  of  investment  and  production  and/or  protec- 
tion to  be  maintained;  and  general  management  practices  and 
constraints  for  the  various  public  land  resources  covered  by  the 
plan.  These  are  set  forth  as  the  terms,  conditions  and  decisions 
that  apply  to  BLM  management  activities  and  operations  and 
are  presented  in  the  form  of  multiple-use  prescriptions  and  plan 
elements. 

Plan  conclusions  must  reflect  Federal  Land  Policy  and 
Management  Act  (FLPMA)  principles  for  planning  and  multi- 
ple use  objectives  (PL  94-579,  Title  II,  Section  202.).  Alter- 
native solutions  for  major  competitive  situations,  trade-offs, 
environmental  consequences  and  other  effects  are  always  con- 
sidered in  the  formulation  of  plan  alternatives.  The  RMP  is  not 
a  final  implementation  decision  on  actions  which  require  fur- 
ther specific  plans,  process  steps  or  decisions  under  specific  pro- 
visions of  law  and  regulations. 

The  third  tier  of  planning  (the  activity  plan)  shows  in  detail 
how  to  carry  out  the  particular  uses  provided  for  in  the  RMP 
tier.  Activity  plans  are  generally  resource  program  specific; 
however,  they  may  involve  more  than  one  resource  program.  For 
example,  this  RMP/EIS  document  lists  the  development  of 
activity  plans  as  as  a  management  action  for  implementation  of 
the  RMP.  The  activity  plans  for  these  areas  would  detail, 
specifically,  how  management  goals  would  be  carried  out.  a 
schedule  for  implementation,  and  budget  requirements. 

Upon  approval  of  the  RMP  in  a  Record  of  Decision  (ROD). 
some  actions  may  be  immediately  implemented.  Implementa- 
tion of  most  specific  actions,  however,  depends  on  the  comple- 
tion of  environmental  assessments  and  compliance  with  all 
applicable  laws. 


Section  7  Consultation:  Section  7  of  the  Endangered 
Species  Act  of 1973,  as  amended  (ESA),  requires  every  federal 
agency,  in  consultation  with  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service, 
to  ensure  that  any  action  it  authorizes,  funds  or  carries  out  is 
not  likely  to  jeopardize  the  continued  existence  of  any  listed 
species  or  result  in  the  destruction  or  adverse  modification  of 
critical  habitat.  Further,  Section  7  requires  federal  agencies  to 
confer  with  the  Secretary  on  any  action  which  is  likely  to  jeopar- 
dize the  continued  existence  of  proposed  species  or  result  in  the 
destruction  or  adverse  modification  of  proposed  critical  habitat. 

Pursuant  to  an  understanding  with  the  USFWS  during  infor- 
mal consultation  in  October  1987,  this  Proposed  RMP/FEIS  has 
been  submitted  to  the  USFWS  for  consultation  under  Section 
7  of  the  ESA. 

Management  Guidance:  Several  public  comments  expressed 
concern  that  proposals  in  the  RMP  would  conflict  with  the 
BLM's  policies  for  wildlife  management.  Proposals  which  iden- 
tify federal  candidate  species  habitat  or  riparian  areas  for  possible 
disposal  were  of  particular  concern.  Guidelines  for  management 
and  planning  of  candidate  wildlife  habitat  and  riparian  areas, 
as  expressed  in  IM-WO-87-684,  Executive  Orders  11988  and 
11990  and  the  BLM  Planning  Regulations,  do  not  automatically 
prohibit  disposal  of  candidate  species  habitat  or  riparian  areas. 

As  stated  at  several  points  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS  and  this  Pro- 
posed RMP/FEIS,  a  decision  to  dispose  of  public  land  is  based 
upon  the  results  of  environmental  assessments  for  every  disposal 
action.  The  importance  of  the  habitat  or  area  with  regard  to  its 
overall  abundance  and  distribution,  the  importance  of  federal 
management  in  its  overall  survival,  the  foreseeable  uses  of  the 
habitat  or  area  in  non-public  ownership  and  the  differences  be- 
tween feasible  federal  and  non-federal  protection  for  the  habitat 
or  area  are  some  of  the  factors  (considered  during  the 
environmental  assessment  process)  which  would  influence  a  final 
federal  management  decision  to  dispose  of  or  retain  the  land. 

BLM  must  select  the  best  overall  multiple  use  plan  for  each 
area.  Therefore,  management  cannot  exclude  from  disposal  any 
land  because  —  and  only  because  —  the  land  is  candidate  species 
habitat  or  riparian  area.  The  disposal  of  land  does  not  occur 
without  the  acquisition  of  land.  As  stated  in  the  draft  and  pro- 
posed RMPs,  the  BLM's  goal  is  to  acquire  values  equal  to  or 
greater  than  those  on  disposal  land,  and  only  if  environmental 
assessments  indicate  disposal  would  be  an  option. 
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U.S.   DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ISTRRIOH 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
PHOENIX  DISTRICT  *  ARIZONA 


REPORTER'S  TRANSCRIPT  OF  PROCEEDING 

PHOENIX  RESnriRCE  MANAGEMENT  PI. an 

AND  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT- 


Phoen  ix ,  Arizona 
February  J5,   1  9  B  B 


Prepared  for: 
BLM 
(Original) 


BY:  KJTHV  H.   GRAVELI.K 


REPORTER'S  TRANSCRIPT  OF  PBOCERI))  NGS 
was  taken  on  the  7Sth  day  of  February,   19BB, 
commencing  at  7:00  p.m.,   at  the  Embassy  Suites 
Hotel,  Lavista  Room,  3 2 1  a     Northwest  Grand  Avenue 
Phoenix,  Arizona,  before  Hearing  Officer,  Mr. 
Lairy  Ha ner. 

Also  present,  were  Land  Use  Planner,  Mr 

Tim  Sanders;  Phoenix  Resource  Area  Director,  Mr. 

Arthur  E.  Tower;  Phoenix  District  Manager,  Mr. 

Henri  Risson. 

The  following  proceedings  were  held. 
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MR.  SANDERS:    It's  7:00.    I  appreciate 
everybody  showj ng  up  tonight.    Wo  are  very  much 
interested  in  your  comments  on  the  Phoenix 
Resource  Management  Plan,  and  I  guess  I  would 
like  to  stress  that's  primarily  what  our  job 
tonight  is:   To  listen  to  you,  listen  to  what  you 
have  to  say  concerning  the  management  plan  that 
we  have  outlined  for  public  comment. 

By  design,  this  gathering  tonight  is  a 
public  hearing,  and  it's  sandwiched  in  between 
our  90 -day  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

We  do  have  a  court  reporter  present, 
and  she  will  prepare  a  transcript  o£  whatever  is 
said  tonight  while  the  hearing  is  in 
progress.    And  we  have  a  podium  down  here  for 
speakers  to  come  down  and  speak  and  let  us  know 
what  you  think  about  the  Phoenix  Resource 
Management  Plan. 

Larry  Bauer,  on  my  left,  is  the  Hearing 
Officer,  and  he  will  have  a  short  introduction  to 
make  and,  then,  we  will  go  into  listening  to  the 
speakers  and  recording  those  speakers. 

Following  the  opening  and  closing  of 
the  hearing,  we  will  have  a  quest ion-and-answer 
session,  and  we  will  be  glad  to  answer  any 


questions  you  have  about  the  Phoenix  Resource 
Management  Plan.    After  that,  we  will  be  glad  to 
talk  to  anybody  who  wants  to,  one-on-one. 

With  that  introduction,  I  would  like  to 
turn  the  meeting  over  to  our  Hearing  Officer, 
Larry  Bauer. 

MR.  BAUER:    Ladies  and  gentlemen,  this 
public  hearing  bill  will  now  come  to  order. 

I  would  like  to  introduce  myself.   My 
name  is  Larry  Bauer,  and  I'm  the  Deputy  State 
Director  for  managers  at  the  BLM  office  on  7th 
Street  in  Phoenix.    I  have  been  appointed  Arizona 
state  director  by  Mr.  Dean  Bibles  to  conduct  this 
public  hearing  under  the  authorities  of  the 
Secretary  of  The  Interior. 

This  hearing  concerns  the  Phoenix 
Resource  Management  Plan/Environmental  Impact 
Statement  in  the  BLM  Phoenix  Resource  Area. 

Most  of  you,  undoubtedly,  signed  the 
attendance  sheet  as  you  came  into  the  room.    If 
you  have  not  done  so,  I  would  encourage  you  to 
sign  in  so  that  we  can  have  a  written  attendance 
for  the  record  here. 

If  you  plan  to  make  a  statement  this 
evening,  please  be  sure  to  select  the  appropriate 
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or  give  your  name 


wish  to  obtain 
should  make 


space  on  the  attendance  sheet 
to  us  so  we  can  call  on  you. 

This  hearing  will  be  recorded  by  a 
court  reporter,  who  win  prepare  a  transcript  of 
everything  that  is  said  this  evening.    If  you 
a  copy  of  the  transcript,  you 
rrangements  through  Henry  His  son, 
"ho  is  the  Phoenix  District  Manager  or  Art  Tower, 
the  Phoenix  Resource  Area  Manager,  or  Mr.  Tim 
Sanders  who  is  the  team  leader  for  the  Phoenix 
Resource  Area,  RMF/EIS.    At  this  time,  I  would 
like  to  say  a  few  words  about  the  Phoenix 
Resource  Management  Plan. 

Our  management  plans  four  alternatives 
for  management  of  the  9  11,0(10  acres  of  public 
lands  and  in  HLMs  Phoenix  Resource  Area.    The 
land  in  question  lies  in  eight  counties:    The 
counties  of  Apache,  Navajo,  Maricopa,  Yavapai, 
Pinal,   Pima,  Gila  and  Santa  Cruz.   The  plan 
identifies  as  one  of  the  alternative 


'os,  a  nr,M- 


preferred  alternativ 


e.    This  alternative  is  BLM; 


long-range  plan  for  the  area  of  the  plan  and 
discusses  such  things  as  land  exchanges,  utility 
corridors,  communication  sites  and  the 
designation  of  areas  of  critical,  environmental 


concern.  In  addition,  the  plan  identifies  a 
long-range  program  for  managing  the  planning 
areas  for  recreational  resources. 

fit  the  front,  of  the  room,  we  have 
placed  several  plans  which  show  the  BI.M  -  pr  e  f  e  r  r  ed 
plan.    At  the  end  of  this  hearing,  the  BLM 
representative  will  be  able  to  discuss  any 
questions  or  aspects  of  the  plan  in  which  you  may 
be  interested.    Now,  for  a  few  words  about  the 
procedures  to  be  used  during  this  hearing. 

This  hearing  is  not  a  debate  or  a  trial 
or  a  question-and-answer  session.    This  advisory 
hearing  and  all  interested  persons  present  may 
make  statements,  either  written  or  oral  or  both 


that  are  pertinent  to  th 


e  Resource  Management 


Plan  we  are  covering  tonight.    Your  oral  comment: 
will  be  recorded  and  a  transcript,  of  your 
comments  will  appear  in  the  Environmental   Impact 
Statement.    You  may  also  obtain  these  In  the 
hearing  record.    Written  comments  should  be 
addressed  to  Arthur  K.  Tower,  Bureau  of  Land 
Management,  Phoenix  District  Office,  2015  West 
Deer  Valley  Road,  Phoenix,   Arizona,  8  5  0  2  7.    This 
address  is  also  included  in  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement,  and  we  have 
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copies  of  that  impact  statement  available 
tonight,  if  you  do  not  already  have  one.    I  would 
also  like  to  take  a  minute  to  discuss  where  the 
plan  goes  from  here. 

As  we  stated  earlier,  we  are  in  the 
middle  of  a  90-day  public  comment  period  on  the 
Draft  BHP/EIS.    After  the  comments  period  closes 
on  April  the  2  9  t  h  ,  we  will  review  all  comments 
and  choose  a  final  plan  later  this  year.    We  will 
issue  a  final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  that 
includes  a  Bl.M-proposed  resource  management 
plan.    30  days  after  we  issue  the  final 
environmental   impact  statement,  we  will  begin  to 
implement  the  proposed  plan. 

With  that  introduction,  we  will  now 
begin  this  hearing. 

Are  there  any  governmental  officials 
here  tonight  who  wish  to  make  a  statement?-   If 
not,  Arthur,  would  you  bring  the  list  over  so  we 
can  call   the  people  in  order  that   they  came   in? 

Our  first  speaker  tonight  is  Mr.  R.H. 
Johnson.    At   the  beginning,   I  will   tell   you,   you 
have  up  to  10  minutes  to  speak,  and  T  will 
indicate  when  you  have  two  minutes  on  that  time 
left,   if  you  have  not  finished.    Then,   we  will  go 


ahead  onto  the  next  speaker. 

MR.   JOHNSON:    I'm  R.H.   Johnson. 

MR.  BAUER:    Please  step  up  to  our 
microphone,  here. 

MR.  JOHNSON:    I  own  the  Desert  Hills  Ranch 
Morristown,  Arizona,  72  sections.   Under  this 
proposal,  eight,  sections  of  that  ranch  are  being 
considered  as  a  trade  to  developers.    If  this 
trade  takes  place,  it  will  effectively  amount  to 
eight  sections  of  Arizona  trade  of  state  lands 
that  will  be  technically  landlocked  that  we  will 
not  have  access  to.    In  this  eight  acres,  there 
is  one  of  our  wells  and  corrals  and  some  of  the 
best  grazing  lands  on  the  ranch. 

This  effectively  will  reduce  the  size 
of  the  ranch  by  1 2  -  an d-a -  ha  I f  percent.    We  have 
previously,  as  of  December  the  2Bth,   1987, 
prepared  our  options  in  writing  to  Mr.  His  son.    I 
would  like  to  have  that  letter  go  into  the  record 
or  if  not,  we  will  be  glad  to  update  it  and 
present  it  again. 

You  have  the  letter.    Should  I  re-send 
it  or  will  it  be  satisfactory  as  written? 

MR.  BAUER:   Henri,  would  you  answer  that? 

MR.   BISSON:    That's  fine. 
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MR.   BAUER:    Okay. 

MR.  JOHNSON:   That  will  became     a  part,  of 
the  record? 

MR.   BISSON:    Yes,   sir. 

MR.  BAUER:   Thank  you,  very  much,  Mr. 
Johnson . 

The  second  speaker  is  Allen 
Klinefelter . 

MR.  KLINEFELTER:    yes,  sir.    I'm  Allen 
Klinefelter  and  I'm  R . H .  Johnson's  cattle 
partner . 

Mr.  Johnson  owns  Desert  Hills  Ranch. 
Some  of  you  might  be  familiar  with  it.    As  you  go 
from  Phoenix  to  Wickenberg,  you  overpass 
Morris  town  and  you  turn  right  at  Castle  Hot 
Springs  Road.    As  you  cross  74  Highway,  going 
east  to  Lake  Pleasant,  when  you  cross  that  cattle 
ford  for  the  next  10  miles  you  are  going  through 
the  middle  of  us. 

It's  comprised  of  about  75  sections, 
two  adverse  sections,  Arizona  Lands,  56  percent; 
BLM,  44  percent.    And  in  the  southeast  corner 
there  are  ranches.    There  are  59  sections  that 
are  affected  by  this  impact  statement,  eight 
sections  BLM  wishes  to  take  off  the  ranch  and 


sell,  give,  trade,  whatever,  to  individuals.    But 
the  very  southeast  section  of  the  ranch  is  in  an 
Arizona  Land  Lease  section  and  because  it's  three 
sections  squared,  nine  sections,  it  would 
effectively  cut  that  section  out  of  the  ranch. 
We  couldn't  reach  it. 

There  is  .3  0  acres  of  Arizona  lands  that 
comes  directly  north  from  Whitman  and  crosses  and 
comes  on  to  us.    There  is  a  4-wheel  drive  club 
that  has  a  lease  within  our  ranch  boundaries  and 
that  would  be  landlocked  by  this  trade. 

If  you  go  on  north  from  there,   it's  a 
40-acre  Arizona  Land  Lease  with  English  Wells 
Windmill,  wells,  and  corrals  that  would  be  cut. 
off  from  the  ranch.    That  is  the  primary  water 
source.   As  you  probably  know,  we  try  to  have  a 
water  source  and  have  the  cattle  work  out  in  a 
radius  of  one  mile  in  each  direction.    If  two 
miles,  the  cattle  going  that  far  will  get  foot 
sores.    It  now  leaves  the  ranch  in  the  middle  of 
four  miles. 

C/^\at    on3y  wi:n  this  effectively  take  off 
the  randhi^  nine  sections,  it  also  will  foul  up 
our  fencing  plans,  which  has  been  removed  by  BLM 
of  Arizona. 
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Now,  I  would  like  to  read  thin  letter, 
just  beriiiise  At  covers  the  points.    And  also,   cow 
punchers  don't  always  1  o  o  k  1  i  k  f*  this,  and  the 
time  hp  should  have  been  cleaning  up  somebody 
said  we  have  a  cow  out  trapped  that  we  had  to 
he  3  p  . 

Henri  Bisson,   December  28th.    Dear  Sir: 
We,   Johnson-Klinefeiter;   Desert  Hills  Ranch, 
little  h,   slash,   in  parentheses,   ?~  e  q  u  e  s  t  and 
strongly  recommend  that  R  u  r  e  a  u  o i      Land  Management 
disapprove,   underline,   the  proposed  land  trado 
with  developers  of  eight  sections  in  Township  6 
north,  Range  2     west,  set.  forth  in  your  attached 
letter,   for  the  following  reasons: 

1  .    This  action  would  cut.  off  from  the 
ranch,  Arizona  Land  Department  Graze  lease  lands 
in  Section  16,  Township  f>     north,   Range  7     west. 

2.    English  Wells  Windmill,   well  and 
corrals,  the  only  stock  and  game  water  source  for 
the  Southeast  quarter  of  the  ranch,  would  be 
lost. 

3  -   H 1. M  4,878.43  acres  of  little  h  ,  slash, 
plus  Arizona  Land  Department  640  acres   in 
Section  16,  Township  6  north,  Range  2     west  would 
be  lost,  making  the  cow-calf  range  operation  no 


longer  economically  feasible. 

4.   Johnson's  investment  of  approximately 
$5,000  per  graze  lease  section  would  be  lost, 
plus  loss  of  improvements. 

5  .    Two  years'  work  on  approved  modified 
Savory  Range  Management.  System  by  Arizona  Land 
Department  Bill  O'Sullivan  and  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  Range  Specialist  Loyal  Haun  would  be 
lost  as  loss  of  eight  graze  sections  of  BLM  lease 
and  one  graze  section  of  Arizona  Land  Department, 
to  developers,  or  by  cutting  off  from  ranch  and 
water,  would  make  cost  of  fencing,  posts,  labor, 
surveying,  pioneering  of  fence  lines,  cattle 
guards  and  gates  no  longer  economically  feasible 
for  shrunken  cattle  operations. 

6.   Johnson-Klinefeiter,  who  have  owned  and 
operated  Desert  Hills  Ranch  under  h ,  slash,  brand 
for  the  past  five  years,  have  always  held  cattle 
numbers  on  ranch  below  assigned  animal  unit 
permit  numbers  allowed  by  Bureau  of  Land 
Management,  44  percent,  and  Arizona  Land 
Department,  56  percent,  to  allow  for  range  forbs 
and  grasses  reseeding  and  regrowth  for  stock  and 
game  feed,  have  always  paid  assessed  graze  fees 
and  taxes  ahead  of  schedule  and  have  cooperated 
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in  full  with  any  HI.M  and  Arizona  Land  endeavors 

to  improve  range  conditions. 

7.    Johnson-Klinefelter  Desert  Hills  Ranch 

is  one  of  the  few  regaining  ranches  in  this  area 
dedicated  to  a  cow-calf  operation  to  produce 
yearling  calves  for  sale  to  finishing  feed  lots 
to  be  sold  to  area  meat  packers  for  beef  for 
rapidly  increasing  population.    Most  other 
ranches  in  this  area  have  changed  to 
winter-grazing  corriente  steers  purchased  in 
Mexico  because  of  less  investment  in  labor  and 
facilities,  shorter  work  season,  less  taxes,  less 
interest  paid  to  area  banks,  veterinary  fees,  et 
cetera,  further  worsening  a  rapidly  deteriorating 
balance  of  payments  situation  with  foreign 
countri es . 

S.   BLMs  proposed  land  trade  of  these 
public  lands  with  developers  would  effectively 
fence  in  Phoenix  Four  Wheel  Drive  Club  areas  in 
Section  18,  Township  6  north,  Range  2  west,  used 
by  many  Phoenix  city  dwellers,  civic  groups, 
young  people  and  Boy  Scouts  as  an  escape  to  open 
desert  areas  on  holidays  and  weekends.   These 
folks  have  made  excellent  ranch  neighbors  by 
|  policing  up  their  area  and  surrounding  desert 


keeping  gates  closed  and  just  generally  watching 
over  stock,  game  and  ranch  equipment. 

9.    We,  Johnson-Klinefelter  Desert  Hills 
Ranch,  ask  that  you  carefully  consider  these 
foregoing  stated  points  and  disapprove, 
underline,  this  proposed  land  trade  of  BLM  Public 
Lands  with  developers.    Yours  very  truly,  signed 
R.H.  Johnson  and  Allen  Klinefelter. 

Also,  there  is  a  letter  in  here  that 
BLM  now  has  a  copy  of,  because  it  was  mailed  to 
them.    And  I  just  have  the  copy  from  Arizona  Pish 
and  name.    They  have  constructed  just  north  of 
English  Wells  one  of  those  cisterns,  desert 
cisterns  that  has  the  inverted  roof  that  goes 
into  the  concrete  basement  cistern  below,  and 
it's  fenced  in.    And  they  did  a  game  count  two 
years  ago  and  said  there  were  24  wild  bobcat  and 
200  deer  and  thousands  of  havalina,  they  don't 
know  how  much.    And  this  is  what  HI.M  is  talking 
about  trading  to  developers  that  would  also 
landlock  that  out  in  the  middle  of  it.    It's  just 
north  of  English  Wells. 
I  than  k  y ou . 
MR.  BAUER:    Thank  you,  Mr.  Klinefelter. 
Our  next  speaker  is  Mr.  Gene  Jensen. 
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MR.  JENSEN:   Thank  you,  Mr.  Bauer. 

My  name  is  Eugene  Jensen,  and  I  reside 
at  I  0 1  ?.  0  Clair  Avenue  in  Sun  city,  Arizona.    I 
have  been  a  resident  of  Arizona  for  six  years, 
but  in  and  around  the  state  since  about  1947. 
I'm  a  professional  engineer  with  an  Arizona 
license  and  I  have  a  degree  in  water  resource 
management.    I  have  been  associated  with 
conservation  since  about  19  3  5.    This  experience 
has  ranged  from  building  terraces  on  the  family 
farm  when  I  was  in  high  school  to  being  the 
technical  director  of  the  United  States 
Environmental  Protection  Agency.    Along  with 
federal  agencies,  I  have  served  as  commissioner 
on  the  Potomac  River  Basin. 

I'm  a  life  member  of  the  Nature 
Conservancy  and  past  member  of  most  of  the  other 
national  conservation  organizations.    I  h  a  v  e  - 
served  a  couple  times  as  director  of  one  of  these 
organizations.    I'm  also  active  in  the  local 
community.    I'm  director  of  the  homeowner's 
association  of  the  advisory  board  of  local 
transportation  system.    I'm  a  member  of  our 
recreational  board  management  committee, 
chairman,  and  our  hiking  club  elected  me 


committee  man. 

I  have  had  three  problems  or  three 
concerns  with  the  Lake  Pleasant  area,  which  I 
would  refer  to  as  hieroglyphics.    Generally, 
these  fall  into  three  areas,  which  I  will  talk 
about,  one  at  a  time. 

The  first  one  of  them  is  for  the 
hieroglyphics.    It  seems  to  me  that  the  plan, 
while  it  may  be  quite  adequate  for  the  present, 
simply  isn't  going  to  be  adequate  for  the  future 
of  the  Phoenix  metropolitan  area  which,  like  it 
or  not,  is  growing  at  a  simply  enormous  rate. 
And  the  western  property  value  i:  probably  going 
to  be  the  appealing  part  of  it  to  developers  in 
the  near  future.    We  are  simply  going  to  be 
overrun  by  events.   We  really  need  to  be  thinking 
long-range  about  some  kind  of  a  park  status  for 
that  whole  planning  area,  something  resembling  a 
national  park. 

Frankly,  the  Sonoran  desert's  ecotype 
really  is  simply  being  dissolved  by  developers  as 
we  go  along.    We  have  a  remarkable  chance  to 
preserve  it.    It  would  be  nice  if  2  0,  2  5  years 
from  now  people  could  look  back  and  see  what 
kinds  of  decisions  we  made  at  the  time.    Were 
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they  Looking  ahead,  planning  for  the  future?     Or 
what  did  they  subsequently  plan  for  the  past? 

A  n  d  X  wanted  to  digress  just  a  couple 
minutes  here.  T  made  a  disastrous  set.  of 
decisions  right  after  T  got  out  of  college.    T 
did  one  of  the  first  water  quality  surveys  of 
Lake  Tahoe.    And  we  concluded  at  that  time  that 
Lake  Tahoe  was  so  isolated  that  no  one  could  ever 
get  there;  and,  secondly,  the  reason  is  that  no 
one  would  ever  want  to  get  there. 

Consequently,  water  quality  as 
projected  would  be  basically  a  n o n  - p r  o b  1  e  in  .    Thai 
is  just  before  people  got  interested  in  skiing 
and  before  the  interstate  highways  came  along. 
And  Lake  Tahoe  is  one  of  the  most  prominent  water 
names.    We  should  look  far  ahead  just  enough  so 
we  can  make  some  long-range  dec  i  s  i o  n  s  1  h  a  t  c  an  do 
a  lot  better  job  for  us  and,  similarly,  having 
some  kind  of  balanced  management  plan.   The 
balanced  management  plan  is  probably  all  right 
for  right  now,  hut  looking  ahead  farther,   T  think 
we  need  to  come  up  with  some  kind  of  master  plan 
which  will  transfer  the  H  a  s  s  a  y  a  m  p  a  and  t  h e 
adjacent  Hassayampa  Canyon  Conservation  Area, 
which  is  going  to  be  a  national  operation. 


On  the  south  area,  T  think  it  would  be 
desirable  for  planners  to  extend  the  boundaries 
just  immediately  west  of  the  Agua  Fria  River 
south  state  highways  and  north  Centra]  Arizona 
Project.    Inclusion  of  that  area  in  the  planning 
area  would  be  consistent  with  the  open  operation 
space  designated  by  Maricopa  County  Planning 
Commission. 

Third  is  water  resource  management. 
I'm  so  much  confused  by  the  description  of 
riparian  protection  plans  which  are  included 
really  throughout  the  record.    Maybe  the  people 
from  the  FU.M  who  prepared  the  report  understood 
exactly  what  they  meant,  but  I  don't  exactly 
understand  it.    I  do  know  that  we  do  not  have 
very  many  flowing  streams  left  in  the  desert 
mountains  and  we  need  to  protect  those  streams. 
The  riparian  forests  left  that  once  were  there 
probably  could  be  brought  back. 

This  poses  some  rather  interesting 
challenges  to  the  Bureau  Of  Land  Management.    Hut 
I  also  have  considerable  confidence  in  the 
Department.  Of  The  Interior  organization.    It 
seems  to  me  a  challenge,  not  something  that  has 
to  be  done  right  away,  to  adopt,  a  long-range  plan 
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and  move  forward.    He  don't  have  to  try  30  years 
down  the  road.    Maybe  they  wil]  be  assimilated 
into  this  kind  of  system. 

So  let's  see  if  we  can't  come  up  with 
an  imaginative  approach  to  the  Hassayampa. 
I  thank  you. 
MR.  BAUER:   Thank  you,  Mr.  Jensen. 

Mr.  Gabriel  Zinsli . 
MR.  ZINSKI:   Thank  you,  Mr.  Bauer,  for 
allowing  me  to  speak  tonight.    My  name  is  Gabriel 
Zinsli.    I  live  in  Glendale,  8425  North  56th 
Avenue.   I  have  a  few  comments  to  make  about  this 
management  plan. 

First  of  al],  I  would  like  to 
complement  the  writers  of  the  document  on  the 
proposals  and  the  good  ideas  they  had  concerning 
designating  several  areas  as  ACECs,  which  I  think 
is  a  very  important  idea  of  resource  conservation 
area  Cor  some  of  these  areas.    The  specific 
management  areas  is  good  and  the  cooperative 
recreation  management  areas  is  a  good  idea  also. 
I  think  we  are  getting  down  to  the  nitty-gritty 
of  trying  to  plan  these  complex  lands  that  the 
BLM  is  holding  in  trust  for  all  of  us. 

Some  more  specific  comments  that  I 
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a  vehicle,  notorized  vehicle,  to  go  traipsing  up 
and  down  a  riparian  area. 

A  good  example  of  damage  that  can  be 
done  by  access  is  at  Garcia's  Wash.    I  was  there 
just  a  few,  maybe  two  weeks  ago,  on  a  Sunday 
afternoon,  and  there  were  probably  JO  or  1? 
trucks  with  their  loaders  behind,  where  people 
were  bringing  in  their  off-road  vehicles  and  they 
are  going  up  and  down  Garcia's  Wash,  penetrating 
ever  more  into  Hells  canyon,  B5A . 

Again,  I  would  state  the  document  does 
not  deal   strictly  enough  about  off-road  vehicles, 
while  many,  many  comments  in  the  previous  yea! 
were  given  to  the  effect  that  it 
control  off-road  vehicle 
have  is  that  the  Hells  Canyon  area,  which  is  part. 
hieroglyphic  mountains  and  an  outstanding  scenic 
and  recreational  area,  which  is  really  a  jewel 
close  to  the  Northwest  Valley,  very  close  to  the 
Northwest  Valley,  probably  20  miles  from  Sun 
City,   is  an  area  that  we  should  consider  to  be 
very  dear  to  us  and  do  our  very  best  along  with 
many  others  to  protect  as  much  as  possible. 

The  document  has  a  weakness  concerning 
riparian  areas,  and  I  think  Mr.  Jensen  has 
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pointed  out  that  the  riparian  areas  in  our 
Sonoran  Desert  have  been  destroyed,  for  their 
most  part.    The  Salt  River  and  Gila  River  used  to 
flow,  or  at  least  a  long  time  ago  used  to  flow, 
for  more  than  they  do  now  in  which  they  supported 
a  Cottonwood  forest  along  its  banks.    This  is,  of 
course,  now  gone  and  many,  many  other  riparian 
areas  are  really  damaged  very  much  by 
impoundments  by  off-road  vehicles  and  by  cattle 
grazing,  and  that,  destroys  the  banks. 

T  think  in  our  state,  and  especially  in 
the  south  part,  of  our  state,  that  riparian  areas 
or  where  any  water  flows  at  all  in  some  part  of 
the  year  and  any  spring  that,  exists  on  our  BLM 
lands  should  be  considered  a  treasure.    And  there 
are  many  riparian  areas  which  have  not  been 
designated  as  ACECs,  which  T  would  like  to  see 
designated  as  such.    We  have,  in  Hassayampa 
Canyon,  an  area.    In  this  Hassayampa  Canyon  area 
we  have  water  flow  level   12  months  out.  of  the 
year,  springs  seeping  all  year  round,  and  we 
should  protect  those  very  rare  resources  in  our 
Sonoran  Desert. 

The  other  point  I  have  about  the 
proposal  is  that  it  speaks  very  little,   if 
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nothing,  about  enforcement.    And  T  know  that  it 
is  a  problem  with  the  budgetary  process  where 
monies  are  allocated  to  the  Department.  Of  The 
Interior  so  sparingly  that  it  is  a  problem  to 
enforce  the  existing  laws  and  regulations.    Hut 
at  some  point  I  think  the  point   may  be  that  we 
need  to  put  some  people  in  the  field  who  have  the 
power  to  make  arrests  and  got  people  to  stop 
destroying  our  public  lands. 

One  good  example  is  the  Castle  Hot 
Springs  Road,  which  is  now  very  accessible 
because  of  that  new  street  that  has  been  put   in 
by  the  Rureau  Of  Reclamation.    People  are  not 
happy  to  stay  on  the  road  and  travel  up  and  down, 
but  they  have  to  create  parking  lots  on  either 
side  of  the  road.    You  can  see  it  from  Sunday  to 
Sunday  where  more  and  more  areas  along  the  road, 
people  are     just  happy  to  park  their  cars  there 
and  do  anything  they  like:    Shoot  cactus,  you 
name  it.    These  are  public   lands  and  we  see  no 
enforcements  of  any  laws.    X  know  it's  a  problem, 
but  at  some  point   we  cannot  simply  designate- 
something  in  the  A  C  E  C  s  .    We  can't  designate  Perry 
Mesa  and  not  protect   it,   because  designating 
that  might  attract  even  more  hoodlums  to 


go  up  there  and  tear  down  the  walls. 

MR.   BAUER:    Two  minutes. 

MR.   ZINSLI:    Yes,   sir. 

The  other  comment  I  had  was  about 
placer  mining.    Placer  mining  is  a  technique  by 
which  you  pump  water  out  of  a  flowing  stream  and 
run  it  over  gravel  or  sand,  looking  for  gold  and, 
then,  you  should  be  putting  the  water  not  back 
into  the  river,  but  put  it  somewhere  else.    The 
question  I  have  is  our    existing  placer  mining 
activities  at  the  intersection  of  the  Hassayampa 
River  and  Cherry  Creek,  south  of  Wagoner,  are 
they  meeting  all  environmental  laws  and  all  RLM 
requi  rements? 

My  final  points  would  be  that  of  the 
four  alternatives  that  I  see  here,  T  do  like 
Alternative  C  the  best,  because  it.  affords  more 
protection  to  the  A  C  E  C  s  with  a  wider  acreage, 
especially  at  the  Hells  Canyon  - -  not  Hells 
Canyon,  White  Canyon,  where  the  Alternative  C  is 
four  times  more  acreage  allocated.    And  I  think 
White  Canyon  is  certainly  a  treasure  that  ought 
to  be  protected  in  more  ways  than  is  described  in 
Alt  ern  a  t  i  v  e  B . 

Thank  you,  very  much. 
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MR-   BAUER: 


Our  next 


Thank  you,  Mr.  Z  i  n  s  I  i  . 
speaker  is  nary]  Drake. 
»«■  ™AKE:    My  „„„  is  Dapyl  ^^^    i     iivf 

-t  1307.  Kest  Heatherbrae  and  that's  Phoenix,  and 
"e  zip  is  B5013.   ,,„  hern  repreaent.ng  the 

Arizona  Desert  Racing  Association  of  the  Arizona 
outdoor  Coalition  and  ifa  .  western  regional 
3roup  called  the  Blue  Ribbon  Coalition.    And  I 
just  wanted  to  say  thanks  tor  the  considering  of 
off-highway  vehicles.    And  you  „jght  be 
interested  to  know,  ,  belleve  t„„.ght  ,  ^ 


passed  the  commit te 


«  as  an  ORV  prog 


ram,   which 


might  help  to  he  provide  enfo 


rcement  fundi ng . 


And  it's 


1 i  ce  ns  e 


going  to  have  everybody  have  a  yearly 


something  like 


a  hunting  or  fishing 
Jioense,  together,  for  off  roads  thaf 
for  by  tax  money  now. 


are  paid 


Some  of  the 


vehicle? 


e  things  on  off-road 
I  feel  llke  ,  ,ot  of     us  are  ^^^^^ 

by  some  people  with  propaganda  designed  to 

antagonize.    He  see  the  same  tape  time  after  time 

Salt  River,  where  a  1  ^  t-     „  ^ 

,  wneie  a  lot  of  people  use  OR  Vs. 

"hen  I  talk  to  lots  of 


managers  of  the 


Bureau  of  Lam1  Mana, 


gement  around  the  state 
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problems  have  to  do  with  types  of  ORVs  being  used 
in  one  area.    Keeping  all  existing  roads  and 
trails  open,  I  think,   is  one  of  the  best  uses. 

To  help  keep  this  new  state  plan  will 

and  other  land  mana. 


provide  hlm 

gement  Arizona  agencies  with 


money  to  maintain  those  faci liti 
demograph  ica 1 ly 


AH  of  us  are  getting  older  am: 


the  abi] it 


V  to  have  the  tin 


e  or  the  physical 


ability  to  go  ou 


t  and  play  in  deser 


t  area 


s  is  not 


within  ve 


desert 


ry  many  people's  range.    Of  cours. 


xperts  remind  us  to  stay  with  our 
vehicles.    That's  about  all. 

Thank  you  for  the  chance  to  speak.    I 
appreciate  i  t  .    Thank  you. 

MR.   BAUER,    Th„nk  yoU;   „r    „y^kp 

Our  next  speaker  is  Bin  Carver. 

MR.   CARVER:    My  „..„  ia   „„,   R,rtfpr     y 
come  from  Mesa  and  I ' ,  the  first  to  ad-it  that  I 
have  just  received  the  packet  and  I'm  not  fully 
abreast  of  the  plan,   in  total.    r  havP  unt!erstood 
that  there  are  considerations,  however,  to 
restricting  certain  areas  from  4-wheel  drive 
vehicles.    I£,   inrteed,  tnat  ,s  trM<  ^  a  _mbei 
J  of  oeepers  Creepers  4-wheel  dtive  Jeeping  g,oup, 
j^J-^i^o  express  our  concern  regarding  any 


n 

o 

CO 

c 

§ 

O 
> 

a 

o 
o 

o 

XI 

g 

o 


plan  that  would  restrict  our  great  outback  to 
access  to  responsible  4  -  w  h  e  e  1  drive  vehicles. 

Our  group  is  primarily  made  up  of 
senior  citizens,  retired  folks,  numbering  40 
people  from  all  parts  of  the  Valley,  Mesa,  Sun 
City,  Sun  City  West,  Bio  Verde.    And  all   4-wheel 
operators  that  we  have  ever  come  across  we  found 
to  be  extremely  responsible  people  that  enjoy 
exploring  the  mountains  and  the  areas  off  the 
load.    Without  exception,  I  would  say  that  they 
absolutely  stay  on  established  trails  or  Jeeping 
roads,  and  I  have  never  seen  anyone  take  out 
across  virgin  desert,  destroying  habitat, 
wildlife  or  the  plants  thereon. 

This  group  and  any  group  I  have  seen 
out  there  pick  up,  not  only  after  themselves,  but 
any  debris  always  gets  trucked  backed  in  garbage 
haulers  to  the  city.    There  is  nothing  left 
behind  in  any  way.    Everything  is  deposited  by 
groups  using  the  off  road.    Any  plan  that  would 
restrict  4-wheel  drive  vehicles  would  severely 
hamper  or  restrict  senior  citizens  and  many 
o  t  h e  r  s  from  seeing  and  enjoying  our  beautiful 
Arizona  outback  area. 

I  would  strongly  request  and  urge  that 


consideration  be  given  to  the  difference  between 
perhaps  the  three  and  4-whee]  drive  Honda 
motorcycle-type  vehicles  as  opposed  to  your  Jeep 
and  the  Jeep  Cherokee  and  Broncos  and  so  forth 
type  vehicles,  because  there  is  a  difference 
where  the  two  types  of  vehicles  can  go  and  some 
difference  in  the  age  and  type  of  the  operators. 
You  commonly  see  we  have  people  spending  520,000 
and  525,000  for  their  vehicles.    And  I  don't 
think  they  entend  to  tear  up  that  vehicle.    so 
there  is  training  in  accessing  their 
environments . 

Therefore,  I  would  respecfuljy  request 
that  no  plan  be  adopted  which  would  adversely 
affect  or  hinder  access  to  outdoor  areas 
presently  open  to  Jeep-type  vehicles. 
Thank  you,  very  much. 
MR.  BAUER:   Thank  you,  Mr.  Carver. 

Is  there  anyone  who  has  not  yet  spoken 
who  would  like  to  speak  tonight? 

MR.  TOWER:    I  have  one  more. 

MS.  PARREL:    As  Mr.  Carver,  I  just  recently 
became  aware  of  the  meeting,  as  well. 

I'm  mainly  here  as  a  representative  for 
protection  of  mustangs  and  burros  in  the  Lake 
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Pleasant  area,  where  we  currently  have  a  burro 
herd.    And  our  understanding  is  that  the 
alternative  would  like  to  decrease  the  herd  down 
to  80  animals.    We  would  like  to  see  the  herd 
count  at  180. 

I'm  here  to  bring  our  presentation  and 
respectfully  hope  that  you  would  take  that  into 
consideration  to  support  Alternative  B  . 

My  name  is  Robin  Far r el.    I  live  at 
2920  North  47th  Avenue  in  Phoenix. 
MR.  BAUER:    Thank  you,  Robin. 
Is  there  anyone  else  who  won  id  like  to 
speak  tonight? 

MR.   MI  HI  LOU:    Yes,   sir.    I  would  like  to 
say  a  few  things. 

MR.   RAUF.R:    Please  come  down. 

MR.   MIHILOD:    My  name  is  Bill  Mihilou.    I 
live  at  1277  South  Prospector's  Road  in  Apache 
Junction,  85219.    I  really  wasn't  prepared  to  say 
anything  tonight.    Again,  I  really  didn't  study 
the  program,  but  I  do  have  a  few  things  to  say 
about  closing  lands  to  4-whee]  drive  vehicles. 
I'm  opposed  to  that.    I  think  that  off-road 
vehicles,  such  as  Jeeps,  et  cetera,  et  cetera, 
even  ATCs,  we  have  been  getting  a  lot  of  bad 


publicity,  I  believe. 

I  belong  to  Mesa  4-wheelers,   and  we  are 
a  family-oriented  group.    And  we  go  out  and  we 
haul  out.  trash  and  stuff  left  by  others,    We  get 
bad  publicity  because  of  the  damage  done,  not 
necessarily  by  a  person  that  has  a  4-wheel 
drive.    Some  of  the  areas  that  have  beer  bottles 
and  trash  you  can  get  there  by  a  motor  scooter  or 
car  . 

Also,  I  think  that,  along  with  the  bad 
publicity  is  that  you  never  - - 

I'm  really  unprepared  here,  but  I  get- 
kind  of  emotional  over  this.    I  have  lived  here 
since  1  9  F>  9  and  seen  the  area  grow.    They  have  a 
very  good  facility,   4-wheel  drive  area  here.    T 
hear  the  area  is  going  to  be  closed,  and  I  think 
that  if  we  are  going  to  get  into  publicity  there 
is  a  ranch  area     —  I  am  really,  I'm  kind  of 
unprepared.    This  area  has  been  closed  to 
off-road  vehicle  use  for  many,  many  years  and 
those  of  you  back  in  there  know  what  a  beautiful 
area  it  is.    If  you  can  go  back  there  it's 
completed  destroyed  on  the  left-hand  side  not  by 
off- road  vehicle  use,  but  we  are  talking  about, 
backpackers  and  equestrian  use. 
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The  point  I'm  making  is  I  think  that  we 
deserve  a  right  to  be  tried  before  we  are 
convicted.    And  I  think  that  the  way  things  are, 
we  have  to  prove  ourselves.    And  the  way  it  is, 
we  are  guilty  before  given  a  chance. 

That's  all  I  have  got  to  say.    Thank 
you. 

MR.   BAUER:    Thank  you,   sir. 

Is  there  anyone  else  who  would  like  to 
speak  tonight? 

MR  .   ROSS  :  Yes  ,   sir. 

My  name  is  Tim  Ross.    I  live  at  4  0  3  1 
East  Ludlow  Drive  in  Phoenix,  8503  2,  and  I'm  the 
president  of  Arizona  State  Association  of  4  -  W  h  e  e  1 
drive  clubs.    As  Mr.  Drake  has  spoken  before  me, 
with  his  efforts  --  as  Daryl  Drake  has  spoken 
before,   with  his  efforts  and  the  efforts  of  the 
Arizona  State  Association,   the  fl-whee]   Drive 
Clubs,  we  have  worked  diligently  in  coining  up 
with  an  off-road  vehicle'  plan  and  has  said  when 
this  bill  is  passed  — 

And  we  have  no  doubt  that  it  will. 

—  that  it  will  provide  both  money  for 
policing  areas;  it  will  also  provide  money  for 
education.    I  believe  that  is  where  the  major 


problem  that  we  have  today  is  with  public  land 
use  is  if  we  can  get  out  into  the  high  schools 
and  other  public  areas  and  put  on  an  education 
program  that  will  show  people  that  they  can't 
destroy  the  desert  and  the  things  that  it  does  to 
the  desert,  we  can  lick  the  problem.    And  closing 
lands  off  to  all  use  is  not  the  answer. 

Also,  I  am  a  member  of  the  Phoenix 
4-wheelers,  and  we  have  been  told  various 
stories.    And  right  now,  I  don't,  know  which  story 
to  believe,  but  I  think  that  personally  I  am  in 
favor  of  Alternative  A.    I  don't,  want  to  see  any 
more  lands  taken  away  from  the  public  and  turned 
over  to  developers.    The  reason  that  we  have  some 
land  being  destroyed  is  because  that  people  don't 
have  a  place  to  go  to  use  lands.    If  we  turn 
everything  from  1-17  to  Wickenburg  into  one  large 
city,  the  only  thing  that's  going  to  do  is  move 
any  potential  damage  out  further  and  further  and 
cause  more  problems. 

We  need  to  have  education  so  that  we 
can  stop  this  kind  of  thing,  and  closing  the 
lands  is  not  going  to  do  that.   Thank  you. 
MR.   BAUER:    Thank  you,   sir. 

Is  there  anyone  else  who  would  like  to 
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speak  tonight? 

MR.   GREENLY: 

would  to  a  d  d  i 
the  Lake  p  ]  e  a  .--  -- 


My  name  Bi 1]  Greenly.    x 
ress  this  committee  in  reference  to 
ant  area  with  wild  burros. 
Alternative  H  is  a  good  pla„    T     ^^  ^^  ^ 

see  the  herd  of  80  burros  Creased  to  130,   120. 
The  burros  out  there  are  the  last  of  the  breed  in 
this  area  fro,  our  ancient  heritage  of  the  wild 
west.    if  these  burros  are  removed  f, 
PI easan t  grazint 


from  the  Lake 


area ,  our  her 


down  with  it 


-i  t.  a  g  e  will  be  going 
-T  believe  that  If  the  burros  are 
just  one  more  step  to  extinction  of 
any  type  of  wild  animals  we  have  out  here.    It 
-«I  be  the  burros,  then,  the  bighorn  sheep,  the 
desert  tortoise,  you  know,  rattlesnakes  next. 
Just  keeping  the  herd  at  ,20,   ,30  would  be  a 

,  Alternative  B  with  the  80 
Thank  you. 
MR.  fiftOBR.   Thank  you. 
ft  T * i     did  we  have 
there? 


great  start.    if  not, 
would  be  fine 


'  e  another  speaker 


Is  ther 


e  anyone  else  thi 


s  evening  that 


would  like 


e  to  speak?   m  that  case,  I  would  like 
to  thank  you  all  f„r  coming  out  and  for  your 
r°"entS  *nd  an^  written  submissions  will  be 


given  full  consideration. 

VOICE:    The  record,  sir,  would  you  mind  a 
repeating  your  address  for  the  written  comments? 

MR.   BAUER:    It's   in  the  book,   yes,   inside 
the  front  cover. 

VOICE:    Fine,  thank  you.    I'm  sorry. 
MR.  BAUER:    The  staff  will  remain  around  to 
answer  any  detailed  questions  you  might  have  this 
evening . 

And  with  that,   I  rail   this  hearing 
closed. 

(The  hearing  was  closed  at  8:00  p.m.) 
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CERTIFICATE 

RE  IT  REMEMRERED,   that  heretofore,   on  the 
25th  day  of  February,  at  the  time  and  place 
aforesaid,  the  foregoing  proceedings  were 
stenographically  recorded  by  me  and  thereafter 
transcribed,  either  by  me  or  under  my  direction, 
into  the  foregoing  pages  of  printed  matter,  and 
that  the  same  contain  a   full,   true  and  accurate 
transcription  of  said  proceedings,  all  to  the 
best  of  my  skill  and  ability. 

DATED  at  Phoenix,   Urizona,   this  6th  day  of 
March ,   1 9R6 . 
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BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT  PUBLIC 
HEARING  HELD  AT  THE  TUCSON  CONVENTION 
CENTER,  THE  COCONINO  ROOM,  260  SOUTH 
CHURCH  AVENUE,  TUCSON,  ARIZONA,  ON  THE 
23RD  DAY  OF  FEBRUARY,  1988,  COMMENCING 
AT  THE  HOUR  OF  7:00  P.M. 


MR.  RAY  A.  BRADY,  Hearing  officer 

MR.  TIM  L.  SANDERS,  Land  Use  Planner 

MR.  HENRY  BISSON,  District  Manager 

MR.  ARTHUR  TOWER,  Area  Manager 


TRANSCRIPT  OF  PROCEEDINGS 


ORIGINAL 


PROCEEDINGS 

MR.  SANDERS:    My  name  is  Tim  Sanders.   I'm  what 
they  call  the  team  leader  to  put  together  this  Phoenix 
Resource  Management  Plan,  which  we  are  here  tonight  to 
di scuss  . 

I  assume  everybody  has  a  copy  of  the  document. 
If  you  do  not,  we've  got  copies  out  in  the  front  where  you 
came  in.   You' re  welcome  to  pick  one  up. 

In  the  Resource  Management  Planning  Process,  we 
have  a  90- day  public  comment  period  on  our  environmental 
impact  statement.   And  we  are  in  that  comment  period  right 
now  and  it  runs  until  April  29th. 

Also  in  that  90-day  period,  we  have  a  formal 
public  hearing  where  we  are  --  where  we  come  and  listen  to 
whatever  comments  the  public  has  about  the  Resource 
Management  Plan  that  we're  putting  together  for  the  Phoenix 
resource  area . 

Tonight  we  are  having  such  a  hearing.   And  as 
such,  we  do  not  really  plan  to  make  any  presentation.   We're 
here  to  listen  to  the  comments  that  you  have  as  members  of 
the  public,  and  we  have  a  court  reporter  here  who  will  record 
those  comments . 

After  the  hearing  when  we  open  and  listen  to 
people's  comments  and  then  close  the  hearing,  we  plan  to  have 
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a  question  and  answer  period.   Or  when  that  ends,  we' 11  have 
all  the  representatives  present  who  will  talk  to  any  of  you 
individually  who  would  like  to  talk  about  any  of  the  concerns 
or  issues,  you  would  like  to  talk  about  concerning  the 
Resource  Management  Plan . 

Ray  Brady  is  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Safford  District  Manager.   And  he  was  selected  to  be  the 
Hearing  Officer  tonight.   So  as  such,  I'm  going  to  turn  the 
meeting  over  to  Ray  and  let  him  pretty  much  run  the  meeting. 

He  will  call  on  whoever  wishes  to  speak.   You  can 
either  raise  your  right  hand  or  else  give  us  your  name, 
whatever  you  prefer  to  do.   And  we'll  run  through  the  hearing 
and  we '11  have  a  question  and  answer  period. 

MR.  BRADY:    Thank  you  very  much.   Can  you  hear 
me  there? 

As  Tim  said,  I'm  Ray  Brady,  the  District  Manager 
with  the  Safford  District,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  here  in 
Ar  i  zona  . 

I  was  appointed  by  the  Arizona  State  Director  of 
the  BLM  to  conduct  this  public  hearing  this  evening  under  the 
authority  of  the  Secretary  of  Interior.   This  hearing  tonight 
is  concerning  the  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan  and 
Environmental  impact  Statement  for  BLM,  Phoenix  resource 
area  . 

Most  of  you  have  probably  signed  in  as  you  came 


here  this  evening.   If  you've  not  done  so,  I  would  encourage 
you  to  sign  the  sign-in  sheet  as  you  leave  so  that  we  have  a 
complete  written  record  of  tonight's  attendance  here  in 
Tucson  . 

If  you  plan  to  make  a  sta temen t  this  evening,  I 
hope  that  you  checked  the  appropriate  box  on  the  sign-in 
sheet.   If  you  haven't,  we 've  only  got  a  few  people  here  so 
just  raise  your  hands  and  we'll  make  sure  you  have  an 
opportunity  to  speak  this  evening. 

This  hearing  is  being  recorded  by  a  court 
reporter  who  will  prepare  a  verbatim  transcript  of  everything 
that  is  said  this  evening.   If  you  wish  to  obtain  a  personal 
copy  of  the  transcript,  you  should  make  your  own  arrangements 
with  the  court  reporter.   And  Olivia  is  the  reporter  here 
this  evening  and  she  is  seated  down  in  front  of  me . 

Other  BLM  representatives  are  here  this  evening 
that  I  would  like  to  introduce.   First  is  Henry  Bisson 
(phonetic),  he  is  the  District  Manager  for  the  Phoenix 
District  Manager's  Office.   And  Arthur  Taylor,  who  is  the 
Area  Manager  for  the  Phoenix  Resource  area,  and  Tim  Sanders 
has  introduced  himself.   He  is  the  team  leader  for  this 
specific  planning  effort. 

I'd  like  to  say  a  few  words  about  the  Phoenix 
Resource  Management  Plan  we  will  be  discussing  this  evening 
and  hearing  your  comments  on.   The  Draft  Resource  Management 
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Plan  identifies  four  alternatives  for  managing  some  911,000 
acres  of  public  land  in  the  BLM  Phoenix  Resource  Area.   The 
land  in  question  lies  in  eight  counties  in  Arizona,  very 
large  areas  encompassing  counties  of  Apache,  Navajo,  Yavapi , 
Maricopa,  Pinal,  Pima,  Gila  and  Santa  Cruz. 

The  draft  plan  identifies  as  one  of  these 
alternatives  a  BLM  preferred  alternative.   This  alternative 
is  BLM's  preferred  long-range  plan  for  the  area.   The  plan 
discusses  such  things  as  land  exchanges,  utility  corridors, 
communication  sites,  special  management  areas  and  the 
designation  of  areas  of  critical  environmental  concern. 

In  addition,  the  plan  identifies  a  long-range 
program  for  managing  the  planning  areas  for  recreation 
resources . 

Along  the  side  of  the  room  here  this  evening  we 
have  several  maps  that  show  BLM's  preferred  plan.   And  at  the 
end  of  this  hearing,  several  of  the  BLM  representatives  here 
in  attendance  this  evening  will  be  available  to  answer  some 
of  your  more  specific  questions  from  these  maps,  if  you'd 
like  to  come  up  after  the  hearing. 

Tim  briefly  mentioned  where  we  are  in  the 
planning  process,  but  I'd  like  to  expand  upon  that  a  little 
bit.   The  procedure  that's  going  to  be  used  tonight  —  this 
hearing  is  not  a  debate  or  a  trial  or  a  controversial 
question  and  answer  type  session.   It's  an  advisory  hearing 


only  and  all  interested  persons  may  make  statements,  either 
written  or  oral  that  are  pertinent  to  the  Phoenix  Resource 
Management  Plan. 

There  will  be  no  cross  examination  of  the  people 
making  presentations.   You  may  request  that  —  members  of  the 
audience  may  request  that  certain  items  be  clarified  more. 
And  if  someone  would  like  to  have  a  statement  clarified,  if 
they  could  address  that  to  me  and  then  I  could  address  that 
back  to  the  speaker  this  evening. 

I  would  first  call  upon  any  elected  governmental 
officials  that  may  be  here  this  evening,  and  then  we'll  open 
the  floor  up  for  other  speakers  that  may  be  present.   I'd 
like  to  limit  the  speaking  time  to  about  ten  minutes  and  I 
don't  think  that  should  create  any  problems  this  evening  with 
the  limited  number  of  people  that  are  here. 

You  may  submit  further  written  comments,  if  you'd 
like  to,  after  your  verbal  comments  this  evening.   And  any 
written  statements  submitted  will  also  be  included  in  the 
transcript  and  will  be  considered  on  the  same  basis  as  any 
oral  comments. 

The  period  of  time  for  submitting  written 
comments  is  through  April  29th.   And  any  comments  received  up 
to  that  point  in  time  will  be  included  in  the  hearing  record. 
The  address  for  sending  any  further  written  comments  is 
provided  in  the  front  cover  of  the  plan  and  EIS  that  you 
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picked  up  in  the  front  corridor. 

This  hearing  tonight  is  being  conducted  during 
the  90-day  public  comment  period  on  the  draft  plan.   A 
hearing  is  also  scheduled  in  Phoenix  on  Thursday  evening  of 
this  week,  February  25th.   After  the  comment  period  closes  on 
April  29th,  all  the  comments  will  be  reviewed  by  the  planning 
team  and  a  final  plan  will  be  prepared  for  the  Phoenix 
Resource  Management  Plan.   It  is  expected  that  in  September, 
a  final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  will  be  issued  that 
includes  BLM's  final  proposed  Resource  Management  Plan. 

And  30  days  after  that  final  EIS  is  issued,  the 
proposed  plan  can  then  be  implemented. 

With  that  introductory  statement,  I'd  like  to  now 
open  up  this  evening's  hearing  for  formal  statements  by 
members  of  the  public.   I'd  first  like  to  see  if  there's  any 
elected  official,  either  representative  of  a  Congressional 
representative  or  someone  from  the  State. 

Do  we  have  anybody  --  any  parties  here? 

Okay.   Seeing  none,  do  we  have  a  list  of  names 
from  the  sign-in  sheet? 

MR.  SANDERS:    Nobody  signed  in  to  speak,  but  if 
you'd  like  to,  you're  welcome  to  just  raise  your  hand  and 
speak  up. 

MR.  BRADY:    Do  we  have  any  parties  that  would 
like  to  speak  this  evening? 


A  mad  rush  to  the  microphone.   You  in  the  red 
hat,  you  could  go  ahead  to  the  microphone  and  state  your  name 
and  affiliation,  if  you're  not  representing  yourself,  for  the 
record . 

STU  BENGSON:    My  name  is  Stu  Bengson.   I  live  in 
Tucson  and  tonight  I'll  be  representing  the  Arizona  Mining 
Association,  for  lack  of  a  different  hat  to  wear  tonight. 

Looking  through  this  draft,  EIS,  here  there's  a 
couple  of  concerns  that  I  think  that  we're  going  to  have. 
However,  I  really  haven't  had  time  to  study  the  entire 
document  thoroughly  yet.   So  some  of  my  comments  may  be  out 
of  place. 

But  one  of  the  concerns  that  we  have,  that  I 
would  think  that  we  would  have,  would  be  this  acquisition  of 
over  119,000  acres  of  private  land  that  you  propose  in  your 
Preferred  Alternative  B.   And  I'm  not  sure  exactly  what  you 
had  in  mind  there,  where  these  lands  are,  how  you  would 
acquire  them.   Is  this  part  of  the  Empire  Ranch  exchange  or 
is  that,  you  know.  Empire  Ranch  proposal  a  separate  process 
not  covered  in  this  EIS?   That  would  be  one  question  I  would 
have  to  start  off  with. 

Can  anybody  answer  that  at  this  point  quickly? 
Or  -- 

MR.  BRADY:    Mr.  Sanders? 

MR.  SANDERS:    I  can  probably  clarify  that. 
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MR.  BENGSON:    Okay. 

MR.  SANDERS:    Our  intent  is  we  have  areas 
identified  that  encompass  private  land  where  we  will  look  at 
acquiring  those  lands.   It's  really  dependent  on  the  land 
owner  coming  to  us  and  saying,  "Yes,  we  would  like  to  enter 
into  some  kind  of  trade  with  BLM,"  rather  than  us  going  to 
them  and  seeking  to  acquire  their  lands. 

All  we've  done  is  identified  a  large  area  where 
we're  going  to  look  at  acquisition.   But  we  would  like  the 
land  owners  essentially  to  come  to  us  to  start  that  process. 

MR.  BENGSON:    Do  you  have  any  specific  location 
or  area,  in  general,  like  are  you  looking  mostly  around 
New  Waddell  Dam  and  some  of  that  country  there  or  around  the 
Empire  Cienega  property  or  what? 

MR.  SANDERS:    The  Empire  Cienega  is  not  lined  in 
that  119,000  acres.   Those  private  lands  that  are  identified 
are  in  areas  where  we've  identified  resource  conservation 
areas  that  we're  looking  at  acquiring  Federal  or  State. 
And  whatever  private  lands  we  can. 

MR.  BENGSON:  So  those  private  acquisitions  then 
would  be  mostly  centered  around  these  RCA' s  that  you  proposed 
in  Alternative  B? 

MR.  SANDERS:    That's  right.   Yes. 

MR.  BENGSON:  Another  question  I  had,  and  like  I 
say  just  really  quickly  going  through  this  thing,  in  your 


preferred  alternative  you  expect  a  50  percent  reduction  in 
mining  notices  and  75  percent  reduction  in,  I  presume  MPO 
means  Mining  Plan  of  Operation? 

MR.  BRADY:    Yes. 

MR.  BENGSON:  Can  you  just  briefly  maybe  explain 
that  a  little  bit,  how  you  figure  your  going  to  reduce  mining 
but  you're  still  going  to  allow  it? 

MR.  SANDERS:    Well  — 

MR.  BENGSON:    You  know,  provide  for  exploration 
and  development  of  mineral  resources? 

MR.  SANDERS:    I  think  I  would  probably  prefer  to 
deal  with  that  as  a  question  when  we  do  the  final  impact 
statement.   That's  a  good  question. 

MR.  BENGSON:    The  other  thing  that  concerns  me, 
also,  is  in  particular  is  one  of  the  RCA  areas  that  you're 
dealing  with  here.  White  Canyon  in  particular.   I  hope  you 
realize  it's  in  a  heavily  mineralized  area  and  the  Arizona 
Mining  Association  is  now  in  the  process  of  developing  a 
complete  report  on  that  area  in  regard  to  the  proposed 
wilderness  that's  been  suggested  for  that  area. 

And  I  just  hope  that  you  realize  that  that  is  a 
highly  mineralized  area,  whatever  management  plan  you  come  up 
with  should  account  for  future  mineral  development  of  that 
particular  land  there. 

That's  about  all  I've  got  to  say  for  now. 
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MR.  BRADY:   Okay.   Thank  you,  Stu. 

Are  there  any  other  individuals  that  would  like 
to  make  some  oral  statements  this  evening? 

If  you  could  state  your  name ,    please,  and 
affiliation  if  you're  not  representing  yourself? 

MR.  GAMBELL:   My  name  is  Neil  Gambell.   I'm  here 
representing  the  company  I  work  for,  ASARCO .   I  live  and  work 
in  the  White  Canyon  resource  conservation  area  that  you've 
outlined  in  here.   I'll  make  just  a  brief  --  a  few  brief 
comments .   We  will  be  submitting  written  commen ts  before  the 
deadl ine . 

I  refer  you  to  a  table  on  Page  2-1  --  or  Table  2- 
1  on  Page  23,  where  you  talk  about  the  acreage  in  the  White 
Canyon  resource  conservation  area.   All  that  breaks  down  to 
the  fact  that  53.1  percent  of  that  land  the  Federal 
government  doesn1 t  own.   And  I  find  it  kind  of  hard  to 
believe  that  they're  actually  going  to  go  out  and  acquire 
this  land  and  be  able  to  do  anything  with  it  from  a 
management  stand po  int  . 

You  can  see  how  checkerboard  that  White  Canyon 
map  is  up  there  just  to  the  right  of  —  or  to  your  left. 
It's  not  an  easy  thing  to  do  to  manage  that. 

We  operate  a  large  open-pit  mine  on  mostly  --  on 
private  land  and  there  you  recognize  the  mineral  potential  of 
the  Copper  Butte  area . 

11 


The  fact  that  there  are  mines  and  will 
undoubtedly  be  other  mines  in  the  area.   The  designation  of 
both  under  Alternative  B  and  C  of  the  area  of  critical 
env  ironmen  tal  concern. 

And  the  Copper  Butte  Mineral  District  or  area 
would  close  off  roads  at  the  ACEC  boundary  which  we  built  in 
the  old  days  and  still  use  to  access  our  mining  claims. 

And  the  Wh ite  Canyon  and  Walnut  Canyon  areas,  if 
they  close  those  roads  off  the  Gila  River  runs  across  the 
southern  boundary  of  that  Wh  ite  Canyon  conservation  area, 
there's  no  way  to  get  across  that  river  to  get  in  there  to  do 
our  assessment  work.   It  would  really  hinder  us. 

I  have  some  questions  in  the  area  you  outlined  in 
orange  on  that  map  is  all  power  site  withdrawals  and  Butte 
Dam  withdrawals.   It's  my  understand ing  that  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  is  going  to  go  ahead  and  build  the  Butte  Dam  in 
there.   And  I  guess  the  land  in  there  would  come  under  their 
administrat  ion . 

You've  outlined  it  in  this  study  for  management 
of  repairion  habitat  and  other  ideas.   I  don't  know  what  you 
propose  to  do  with  the  --  with  the  fact  of  Butte's  Dam  being 
built  on  the  Gila  River  between  north  and  south  Butte  in  that 
resource  conservation  area. 

At  this  time  that's  all  I  have  to  say  about  the 
report.   I  may  ask  some  questions  when  we  get  into  the 
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question  and  answer  period. 

Thank  you  . 

MR.  BRADY:    Thank  you,  Mr .  Gambell . 

Yes,  sir.   If  you  can  state  your  name? 

MR.  MONAHAN:    Tom  Monahan,  Pima  County  Parks  & 
Recreation  Department  analyst. 

We  wish  to  support  your  resource  management  plan 
for  everything  you're  doing  to  us  as  Pima  County.   And 
acquiring  the  Tortolita  Mountains  and  securing  the  Waterman 
Mountains,  Silverbell  area,  Baboquivari  and  what  you've  done 
in  the  past  on  Tucson  Mountain  Park  and  all  the  district  and 
neighborhood  parks  that  you've  helped  us  secure  in  Pima 
County.   And  we  wish  the  best  of  luck  on  your  resource 
management  plan.   Thank  you  very  much. 

MR.  BRADY:    Thank  you,  Mr.  Monahan.   Any  other 
indiv  idua 1 s? 

One  last  call?   Well,  if  there  are  no  other 
individuals,  I'd  like  to  make  some  statements  this  evening. 

MR.  SANDERS:    Did  you  want  to  speak,  sir,  in  the 
blue  shirt? 

SPEAKER:    No. 

MR.  SANDERS:    You  looked  like  you  were  getting 
ready  to  -- 

SPEAKER:     No. 

MR.  BRADY:    I  would  like  to  thank  the 
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individuals  that  did  show  up  this  evening  for  coming  out  and 
showing  your  interest  in  public  land  management  issues. 

Your  comments  and  written  submissions  in  the 
future  will  be  given  full  consideration  in  preparation  of  the 
final  EIS  and  planning  development. 

As  I  stated  previously,  the  record  will  be  open 
through  April  29th  for  any  additional  comments  that  you'd 
like  to  make.   And  I  welcome  you  to  use  that  opportunity  to 
submit  any  further  comments,  if  you  have  them. 

So  closing  that,  I  want  to  thank  you  again  for 
showing  up  this  evening.   We  will  be  available  here  now  to 
work  directly  with  you  one  on  one  for  some  more  questions  and 
answers  if  you'd  like  to. 

(Whereupon  the  hearing  was  concluded.) 
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SO 


STATE  OF  ARIZONA    ) 

)      ss : 
COUNTY  OF  PIMA      ) 

I,  OLIVIA  ARMENTA  (nee  AYALA)  a  Notary  Public  in 
and  for  the  State  of  Arizona,  County  of  Pima,  do  hereby 
cert i  f y : 

THAT  this  is  a  true  and  accurate  record  of  the 
proceedings  taken  at  a  Hearing  held  on  February  23rd,  1988, 
before  RAY  A.  BRADY,  Hearing  Officer,  as  s tenogr aph ical ly 
recorded  by  me  and  transcribed  under  my  direction. 

IN  WITNESS  WHEREOF,  I  have  hereunto  set  my  hand 
this  3rd  day  of  March,  1988. 


•T^-.. 


Notary  Public 
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34 
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43 


PUBLIC  COMMENT  LETTERS 

Name 

Letter  No. 

Name 

Annandale,  John 

44 

U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency, 

Santa  Fe  Railroad  Company 

Region  IX,  California 

Ranney,  Wayne 

45 

U.S.D.A.,  Prescott  National  Forest 

Sun  City  Hikers 

International  Society  for  Protection  of 

Mustangs  and  Burros,  Arizona  Chapter 

Maricopa  Water  District 

Davis,  Hiram 
Leonard,  Sandra 

PUBLIC  COMMENT  LETTERS  -  GROUPED 

Friends  of  the  Hyroglyphic  Mountains 

U.S.  Bureau  of  Mines 

U.S.  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  Arizona  Projects 

Office 
Jensen,  Eugene 

INDIVIDUALS 

Miller,  Charley 

Letter  No. 

Name 

Peleck,  Walter  and  Dorothy 

Defenders  of  Wildlife,  SW  Office 

1 

Annandale,  John 

Arizona  State  Clearinghouse 

26 

Bell,  Seltzer,  Park  and  Gibson 

Maricopa  County  Dept.  of  Planning  and 

7 

Davis,  Hiram 

Development 

12 

Jensen,  Eugene 

The  Desert  Tortoise  Council 

8 

Leonard,  Sandra 

El  Paso  Natural  Gas  Company 

13 

Miller,  Charley 

Pamperin,  J. 

21 

Notestine,  Jim 

Notestine,  Jim 

20 

Pamperin,  J. 

The  Arizona  Nature  Conservancy 

14 

Peleck,  Walter  and  Dorothy 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Air  Force 

3 

Ranney,  Wayne 

National  Parks  and  Conservation  Association 

28 

Sullivan,  Robert  D. 

Prescott  Audubon  Society  -  Conservation 

27 

Walton,  Christy 

Committee 

43 

Zinn,  David 

Bell,  Seltzer,  Park  and  Gibson 

Walton,  Christy 

Sullivan,  Robert  D. 

GROUPS  AND  ORGANIZATIONS 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Ecological 
Services 

Letter  No. 

Name 

ASARCO  Ray  Unit 

42 

Arizona  Cattle  Growers  Association 

Pima  County  Open  Space  Committee 

39 

Arizona  Mining  Association 

Sierra  Club,  Palo  Verde  Group 

15 

Defenders  of  Wildlife,  SW  Office 

U.S.D.I.,  National  Park  Service,  Western 

9 

Friends  of  Hyroglyphic  Mountains 

Region 

5 

International  Society  for  Protection  of 

Arizona  Game  and  Fish  Department 

Mustangs  and  Burros,  Arizona  Chapter 

Sierra  Club,  Rincon  Group 

6 

Maricopa  Water  District 

The  Wildlife  Society,  Arizona  Chapter 

37 

McKinley  County  Wildlife  Federation 

McKinley  County  Wildlife  Federation 

24 

National  Parks  and  Conservation  Association 

U.S.D.I.,  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  Regional 

25 

Prescott  Audubon  Conservation  Committee 

Office 

41 

Sierra  Club,  Grand  Canyon  Chapter,  Rincon 

Arizona  Mining  Association 

Group 

U.S.D.L,  National  Park  Service,  Petrified 

32 

Sierra  Club,  Palo  Verde  Group 

Forest  N.P. 

35 

Sierra  Club,  Rincon  Group 

Sierra  Club,  Grand  Canyon  Chapter,  Rincon 

4 

Sun  City  Hikers 

Group 

22 

The  Arizona  Nature  Conservancy 

Arizona  Cattle  Growers  Association 

IS 

The  Desert  Tortoise  Council 

Zinn,  David 

36 

The  Wildlife  Society,  Arizona  Chapter 
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PUBLIC  COMMENTS 


GOVERNMENT  AGENCIES  AND  AFFILIATES 


LOCAL 
Letter  No. 

17 

31 

STATE 

34 
16 


10 

11 


Name 

Maricopa  County  Dept.  of  Planning  and 

Development 
Pima  County  Open  Space  Committee 


Arizona  Game  and  Fish  Department 
Arizona  State  Clearinghouse 


FEDERAL 

Letter  No.      Name 


U.S.  Bureau  of  Mines 

U.S.  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  Arizona  Projects 
Office 


23 
45 
38 

40 

33 
44 
29 


Letter  No. 

30 

19 

2 


U.S.  Department  of  the  Air  Force 
U.S.D.A..  Prescott  National  Forest 
U.S.D.I.,  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  Regional 

Office 
U.S. D.I. ,  National  Park  Service,  Petrified 

Forest  N.P. 
U.S.D.I.,  National  Park  Service,  Western 

Region 
U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency.  Region 

IX,  California 
U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Ecological 

Services 

CORPORATIONS 

Name 

ASARCO  Ray  Unit 

El  Paso  Natural  Gas  Company 

Santa  Fe  Railroad  Company 
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Mr  Arthur  E  Tower 
Phoenix  Resource  Area  Manager 
20]  b    M   Dee:  Val  ley  Re  ad 
Phoenix,  AZ   85021 

After  carefully  readirg  y  the  Phoenix  Resource  Management  rian  and 
Environmental  Inpact  ftatemeit  Draft,  December  1987,  I  dec. Jed  to 
write  to  registr  my  c;  I  prize  and  astonishment  1 

The  preferred  plan  alternative  would  try  to  acquire  357, 19C  acres 
of  state  land  and  111,240  acres  of  pr,vate  land  and  dispose  of 
427,11(1(1  acres  of  lt.i(,  al    land    T!.a!:,,.  near,y  Qne  mill,OM  ,_rM  D( 
land!  tpage  xi  i  t 

You  say,  on  page  141  that  public  land  (federal  ownership)  vould  be 
reduced  by  12  percent 

IWial  i  want  to  questii-n  is  your  SEASON  for  this    You  haver  •  t  shown 
|me  (or  acv  reader!  an-  PROOF  chat  this  is  a  GOOD  IDEA 

An  environmental  iupa<  t  report  should  show  IMPACTS.   You  Haven't 
shown  ne  [or  any  fe."i»r)  that  you  looked  at  the  IMPACTS  of  letting 
12  percent  of  the  fej.-ral  land  In  your  district  go  into  otier 
owner shi p 

1  looted  for  some  Bin-  of  economic  PROOF  Unless  I'm  wrorr  you 

didn't  ever,  have  a:,  economist  as  a  writer.  When  the  Air  Force  and 

Amy,  or  the  Pecuma.  on  Bureau,  or  EVEN  a  little  city  cou.cil 

has  to  show  people  i-  ,t  the  BOTTOM  LINE  is  (DOLLARS],  why  iion '  t 
you  have  to  do  this? 


why  don  t 


NT  t  o  do 


Are  you  trying  to  hi  le  something? 

I:  don't  know  mucn  a,  on  i./:.< ,    :j,  ,  don't  think  it  is  legai  to  do  what 
■/•,  '(•■  doing  in  this  .Ian.  To  trade  nearly  a  million  acres  (to  and  from) 
the  t  xpayet    w.ial  •  ygoing  on  is  NOT  HONESKI' 


1-1. 


1-2. 


1-3. 


1-4. 


The  rationale  for  the  BLM'a  Phoenix  District  land 
exchange  program  is  stated  on  page  5  of  the  draft 
RMP/EIS  under  Issue  1:   Land  Tenure  Adjustment.   By 
using  its  land  exchange  authority,  the  BLM  would  work 
to  consolidate  public  land  holdings  into  more 
manageable  blocks,  provide  greater  expanses  of  public 
open  space  and  protect  rare  or  unique' resources. 


Chapter  Four  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS  analyzes  the  impacts 
of  implementing  four  alternatives. 


Economic  determinations  were  made  by  the 
interdisciplinary  planning  team  which  determined  that 
by  concentrating  management  within  larger  blocks  of 
public  land,  more  efficient  use  would  be  made  of 
available  funds. 


The  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Art-  (FLPMA)  of 
1976  (Public  Law  94-579)  provides  the  authority  and 
guidance  for  using  land  exchanges  to  serve  the 
national  interest.   Public  comment  has  also  been 
solicited  from  the  beginning  of  this  planning  effort. 
Please  refer  to  Chapter  5  for  a  summary  of  the  public 
input  during  the  development  of  this  plan. 
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Santa  Fe  Pacific  Railroad  Company 

WOO  Uptown  Blvd  NE   Suae  400 

Box  27019 

Albuquerque  New  Mexico  87125 

505/881-3050 


February  9,   1988 


2-1 


Mr.  Arthur  E.  Tower,  Area  Manager 
Phoenix  Resource  Area 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
2015  West  Deer  Valley  Road 
Phoenix,  Arizona   85027 

Dear  Art: 

This   letter   is   in   response  to  your   request   for  comments  to  the 
Draft   Phoenix  Resource  Management  Plan  and   EIS,   dated  December   1987       As 
you  are  aware,  the  BLM  and   Santa   Fe   Pacific  are  working  on  an  exchange  of 
Mineral    interests  through  which  the  Federal    Government  will    acquire  San   a 
F     P  c   f  c's  mineral    estate  beneath  the  Navajo  relocation   ranches   in   Apache 
County       Santa  Fe  Pacific  will    acquire  federal    mineral    estates  offered  by 

h     BLM  in  Apache,   Navajo,  and  Coconino  Counties.     Santa   Fe  Pacific  believes 
the  Draft  RMP  and  EIS  should  reflect  these  pending   land  tenure  adjustments 
in  the  discussions  on   "Land  Uses."     Thank  you   for  the  opportunity  to 
comment. 


Very  truly  yours 


2-1.  The  draft   RMP/EIS   discusses   possibilities    for   future 

land   tenure  adjustments  under  various   alternatives. 

The  BLM-Santa  Fe  Pacific  mineral   estate   exchange   is 
proceeding  under  the  authority  of  current  management 
plans.      Current   planning  will   remain  in  force   until 
the  new  RMP   is   approved  and   implementation  begins. 
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February    12,    1988 


O 

o 

z: 

CO 

c 

o 

z 


4- 


3-1 


3-2 


rfayne  Ranney 
823i  *.  Aspen  #5 
Flagstaff,  AZ   86001 

Arthur  E.  Tower 
Phoenix  Resource  Area  Manager 
2015  W.  Deer  Valley  Road 
Phoenix,  AZ   85027 

Dear  Mr.  Tower  1 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  respond  to  your  Draft  EIS  for  the 
Phoenix  Resource  Area,  December,  198?.   I  am  an  active  user  of  these 
lands  and  very  interested  in  how  they  are  managed  in  the  future. 

I  am  very  much  in  favor  of  consolidation  of  holdings  between  the 
state,  the  feds,  and  private  parties.   Management  of  these  respective 
areas  with  be  enhanced  if  ownership  blocks  are  consolidated.   You  are 
to  be  commended  for  this  initiative, 

I  have  some  very  specific  comments  which  I  hope  you  will  take  Into 
consideration.   To  determine  future  management  policy  based  on  a 
simple  two  alternative  (essentially)  method  iB  unreasonable.   I 
would  like  to  see  the  best  of  Alternatives  B  and  C  incorporated  into 
a  management  policy.   Specifically,  I  like  your  proposed  Alternative 
B  with  the  following  additions  of  Alternative  CjljThe  boundaries  of 
the  RCA'3  should  be  those  from  Alternative  C  because  that  maximizes 
the  area  of  federal  protection.   If  you  can  identify  those  areas  as 
being  part  of  a  manageable  unit,  why  not  Include  that  additional 
acreage  into  the  RCA?   I  strongly  encourage  you  to  use  the  Alternative 
C  boundaries.   Please  include  the  Picacho  Mountains  in  with  this. 
Other  lands  not  within  the  Alternative  C  boundaries  can  be  used  for 
disposal  and  sale.   2).  Perry  Mesa/Larry  Canyon  should  be  a  priority 
ACEC  in  its  entirity  of  19,?60  acres.   This  area  is  a  fantastic 
recreational  jewel  and  would  be  a  great  aspect  of  the  Black  Canyon 
RCA.   "lease  give  the  perry  Mesa/Larry  Canyon  ACEC  your  every  consid- 
eration for  inclusion  as  a  BLM  protected  resource.   I  have  wandered 
around  up  there  and  it  is  definately  worth  it!!!!!   3).  I  approve  of 
your  selection  for  the  rest  of  the  ACEC's.   Thank  you  for  including 
them.   I  hope  you  will  give  every  consideration  to  my  suggested 
additions  to  your  Alternative  B.   My  views  represent  a  well-thought 
out  vision  towards  how  these  lands  will  be  utilized  in  the  future. 
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3-1.     The  decision  to  select  a  final  Resource  Management 
Plan  results  from  a  complex  process  summarized  in 
Chapter  1.   The  process  involves  extensive 
intergovernmental  and  public  review  of  a  thorough 
analysis  by  BLM  specialists  and  managers  of  a  range  of 
reasonable  alternatives. 


3-2.     After  consideration  of  public  comment,  the  resource 

values  present  and  expected  availability  of  nonfederal 
land  for  acquisition,  BLM  feels  the  RCA  boundaries 
proposed  in  this  document  encompass  the  most  feasible 
management  units. 


rhank  you  for  this  opportunity. 


Sincerely, 


n/ayne    Ranney 


a 


SUN  CITY  HIKERS 
Sun  City,  Arizona 


Mr.  Arthur  E.  Tower 
Phoenix  Resource  Area  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
2015  Deer  Valley  Road 
Phoenix,  Arizona,  85027 

Dear  Mr.  Tower: 


4-1 


4-2 


We  have  reviewed  the  Draft  of  the  Phoenix  Resource  Managment  Plan  and 
Environmental  Impact  Statment.  Our  comments  are  set  forth  in  the 
following  paragraphs. 

We  generally  endorse  the  levels  of  management  which  have  been 
considered, EXCEPT  FOR  THE  URBAN  AREAS,  and  agree  that  Alternative  B  is 
the  best  management  choice.  We  do  not  agree  with  the  conclusions  that  a 
Wilderness  area  should  not  be  established  in  the  Hells  Canyon  area — but 
also  recognize  that  this  is  an  independent  issue.   Presumably, 
Alternative  B  can  accomodate  Wilderness  areas  if  they  are  established  by 
the  Congress. 

The  administrative  procedures  followed  by  the  Bureau  in  its  study 
process  have  had  some  unfortunate  consequences  insofar  as  the  NW  portion 
of  the  Valley  of  the  Sun  is  concerned.  This  deficiency  is  of  sufficient 
importance  to  justify  a  major  addition  to  the  final  draft  of  the 
Management  Plan  and  Impact  Statement.  Specifically,  the  Report  should 
consolidate  all  recommendations  for  BLM  lands  that  have  open  space 
potential  for  the  NW  Valley,  i.e., Lake  Pleasant  ,  Hassayampa  Canyon, 
Sierra  Estrella,  North  and  South  Maricopa  Mountains  and  Butterfield 
Trail  Memorial.  We  suggest  that  this  be  incorporated  as  an  annex. 

We  believe  that  the  Lake  Pleasant  Resource  Conservation  Area  should  be 
expanded  to  include  approximately  12  square  miles  of  additional  land 
south  of  State  Road  74  and  west  of  the  Agua  Fria.  Such  an  expansion 
would  recognize  the  land  use  classification  adopted  by  the  Maricopa 
County  Planning  Commission,  and  the  recreation  opportunities  in  the 
Saddleback  Mountain/  Paddleford  Wash  area.  Expansion  of  the  area  would 
recognize  the  long  term  demand  for  open  space  that  will  accompany  the 
projected  population  growth  of  the  NW  Valley.  We  are  not  prepared  to 
offer  specific  boundaries  at  this  time,  and  believe  that  some  further 
examination  of  the  area  would  be  necessary. 


4-1.     Each  resource  area  within  the  Phoenix  District  has  or 
will  be  preparing  a  Resource  Management  Plan  for 
public  land  under  its  administration.   As  discussed  in 
Chapter  1,  this  RMP  focuses  on  resolving  six  key 
planning  issues  in  the  Phoenix  Resource  Area.   Any 
significant  inconsistencies  between  the  final  plan  and 
plans  of  other  BLM  Resource  Areas  will  be  resolved 
before  the  plan  is  implemented. 
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4-2.      The  proposed  RMP  identifies  sections  25,  26  and  the 

Saddleback  Mountain  portion  of  section  35  in  Township 
6  North,  Range  1  West  south  of  Arizona  Highway  74  for 
inclusion  in  the  Lake  Pleasant  RCA. 

Refer  also  to  response  17-1. 
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4-3 


Al thought  we  endorse  Alternative  B  for  management  of   the  Lake  Pleasant 
area    (with  inclusion  of  the  Hassayampa  Canyon  area),   we  think  that  the 
Bureau  has  been  short  sighted   in  its  evaluation  of  how  this  area  will 
»     lu       ?T  SPaCe  "eedS  f°r  the  Pr°Jert«i   population  growth  of  the 
Northwest  Valley.   Wg_re£cp11end  that  the  potential  need  be  recognized  and 
ttiat7£royiB^g^s_jgjnafe_for_j_stu^  comnittee  which  coTgd' produce  more 

carries  with  it  the  acknowledgment     that  land  trades  and/or  purchases 
may  be  necessary  for  the  area   to  reach  its  full  potential  as  a  premier 

r^L3™   f°f  'he  "  Valley-   We  are  not  concerned  with  definitions 
for  solitude— a  relative  term  applied  in  a  different  way   in  a  maior 
metropolitan  area!  J 

In  substance,    we  believe  that   the  Bureau  should  develop  at   least  the 
ipg^grk^fgrj^major   "outdoor  recreation  area"  which  would  h^^,  of 

Man  ^al ^p^^^^^iL^^g^^i^dmi^tir^r^ta 

ft^nalJaxkJi^IgTTn^ddTtlc^TlSe  Lake  PSSSZi^SSnSStalvs  Lme 
TJ^,^,^  rfma"ts  of  the  Sonora"  ^ert  which  justify  some  form  of 
special  classification.   This  proposal  would  also  recognize  that  the 
concept  of  multiple  resource  management  has  a  different  meaning  when 
applied   in  an  exploding  metropolitan  area. 

We  want  to  again  emphasize  the  need   to  consolidate  the  BLM 
recommendations  for  the  Hassayampa  River,   and  to  avoid  a   fragmented 
managment  approach.      Desert  streams  are  such  a  vital  part  of  the  fragile 
dp^cosjgtgm^that^e^hould  make  a  determined  gfortji  jStig  both 
i^r^and^as^  mnes_   Water  ^iltyWitoring, 

both  biological  and  chemical,    should  also  be  an   important  aspect  of 
riparian'    management,    especially   in  an  area  with  multiple  resource 
management . 


4-3. 


The  need  for  open  space  recreation  opportunities  for 
residents  of  the  Phoenix  metropolitan  area 
particularly  for  citizens  of  the  northwest 'valley  is 
recognized  by  the  BLM.   To  advance  this  goal,  the  EMP 
proposes  to  establish  the  Lake  Pleasant  Resource 
Conservation  Area,  the  Black  Canyon  Resource 
Conservation  Area,  the  Hells  Canyon  Recreation 
Management  Area  and  the  Hassayampa  River  Riparian 
Management  Area.   The  BLM  would  retain  all  public  land 
in  these  areas  and  pursue  the  acquisition  of  state 
land  through  the  BLM-state  of  Arizona  exchange 
program.   Private  land  may  also  be  acquired  if  the 
exchange  is  initiated  by  the  private  owners. 
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We  haye  a  few  other  minor  consents  on  the  draft.  These  are  tabulated  in 
an  attachment  to  this  letter. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  these  reports. 


Sincerely 

Eugehte  Jensen,  P.E. 
Chairman,  Open  Space  Planning 


PHOENIX   RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT   PLAN  AND  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT. 
Specific  comments  by  Sun  City  Hikers. 

A    A.\^a^e   ^®*  ^e  rePort'  does  not  identify  floodplains.  Are  there  any 
^""^"floodplains  and  what  are  their  potentials  for  recreational  use. 


4-5 


4-6 


Page  20.  The  statement  is  made  that  BLM  does  not  anticipate  land 
purchases  to  block-up  ownership.  It  would  be  better  to  identify  the 
areas  that  would  need  to  be  acquired  for  best  management  practices — and 
leave  the  financial  questions  to  the  budget  process.  Eventually,  it 
might  be  quite  desirable  to  purchase  some  areas  to  block  out  units, 
especially  in  the  urban  areas. 

Page  23.   It  is  difficult  to  identify  those  areas  that  might 
be  considered  for  disposal  under  the  exchange  program. 

Page  24.  The  treatment  of  communication  sites  is  incomplete.  It  would 
certainly  not  be  desirable  to  have  the  White  Tanks  converted  into 
another  South  Mountain!  Some  further  discussion  on  the  number  and  types 
of  facilities  which  would  be  accepted  is  needed. 


4-7 


Page  30.  The  SMA  for  the  Hassayampa  needs  t'  be  cross  Indexed  to  the 
adjacent  study  area.  A  footnote  which  would  demonstrate  consistency  of 
management  practice  would  be  adequate. 

Page  42.  Recreational  Management.  The  section  includes  an 

"it  was  determined"  without  any  discussion  of  the  basis  for  the 

determination,  or  identification  of  those  who  made  the  determination. 

Page  95.  Speculating  on  the  price  of  copper  is  probably  not  an 
essential  element  of  the  report.  We  can  probably  assume  that  copper 
will  continue  to  be  an  important  industrial  metal  and  that  the  price 
will  go  up  and  down! 

Page  121.  Recreational  use.  The  new  road  is  west  of  Lake  Pleasant. 
Speculating  on  the  future  of  Castle  Hot  Springs  may  be  as  risky  as 
predicting  the  price  of  copper.  Some  discussion  of  the  history  of  this 
remarkable  facility  would  be  in  order. 


4-8  Page  128.  Where  is  the  lower  Agua  Fria  Valley? 


Page  144.  The  statement  on  riparian  management  seems  to  be  inconsistent 
with  the  projected  quality  as  shown  in  Table  4-3. 

Page  169.  Apparently  the  small  cities  and  other  interest  groups  in  the 
Northwest  Valley  did  not  receive  copies  of  the  Combined  Report.  We 
realize  that  this  may  be  the  fault  of  local  governments  and  civic 
organizations  in  not  responding  to  correspondence  from  BLM. 


THE  END 


4-4.     There  are  floodplains  within  the  Phoenix  RMP  area. 
Floodplain  suitability  for  various  uses  including 
recreation  will  be  determined  when  specific  uses  or 
projects  are  proposed. 


4-5.     Most  public  land  outside  the  boundaries  of  the 
proposed  RCAs  and  CRMAs  has  been  identified  for 
disposal.   Some  of  the  disposal  land  will  be  used  to 
satisfy  the  needs  of  local  communities  for  recreation 
and  other  public  purpose  land  (see  Maps  2-4  through 
2-10,  Appendix  1,  and  the  land  status  map  included 
with  the  draft  RMP/EIS). 


4-6.     Designation  of  the  five  communication  sites  involve 

planned  development  through  site  plans  prepared  by  the 
BLM.   These  site-specific  plans  would  address  the 
number  of  buildings  and  types  of  equipment  allowed  on 
each  site.   Also  included  would  be  environmental 
assessments  in  compliance  with  NEPA.   Designation  of 
these  sites  would  also  prevent  the  proliferation  of 
communication  sites  elsewhere. 


4-7. 


4-8. 


Determinations  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS  were  made  by  the 
interdisciplinary  team  identified  on  pages  167  and  168 
of  the  draft  RMP/EIS. 


The  lower  Agua  Fria  Valley  encompasses  the  Agua  Fria 
River  between  Lake  Pleasant  and  its  confluence  with 
New  River. 
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February    23,     198 


Mr.    Arthur    Tower 
BLM,    Area    Manager 
2015    W.    Deer   Valley    Rd. 
Phoenix,     Arizona 

85027 

Dear    Mr.    Tower: 

•      ^    ,ko    H«rfi    for    the    Phoenix    RMP/EIS   on    Friday    the    19th. 
,    have    just    received    the    draft    for    th      rhoe  comment    in    favor   of 

In    reviewing    it    in    ,ts    entirety.     I    would    like   *"£»  Pleasant   Burro 

Alternative    B    with   one    «commendat.on         ^/^  s     e' increased    from    80    to 
Herd,    our    organization    would    like   to   see   Wem ra  knowledge, 

minimum    of    130    to   protect   the    '^^/.f',^™0^   available   on    horse 
there    is    no    current    data    on    burro    herd    viability,    there    is data a  t    ,„. 

nerd    viability.       A    horse    nerd    must    have    a    minimum    of    ,00   horses    to^pr,    ^ 
breeding    and    deterioration    of    the    stock.       I    am 
the    same    findings    in    regard    to   burros. 

areas    in    search    of   seeing    a    wild    burro. 

,    am    in    process    of    trying    to    change    a    ~^f^-™    ^"able"    Hou.d 
!ikrtntnetdterhetoPbUebl reTTn'Tv  SJET tT  O^J^ents    -    our   organization, 
to   be   entered    into    the    record. 


5_l.  The  request   for  a  minimum  burro  herd  of   130   animals   1, 

excessive  because  of  the   other  uses   in  the  Lake 
Pleasant  area.      The  herd  would  be  managed  at   80 
burros     the  minimum  base  population  needed  for 
maintaining  viability  according  to  BLM  Burro  Program 
Guidance  1-83,    changes   1  and  2. 


Thank    you      for  your  attention. 


Sincerely  yours. 


,J 


0 


0JUJ+,  <A    dcc~*"» 


Karen    A.    Sussman 
President.     ISPMB 
Arizona    Chapter 
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Mr.Artnur  E.  Tower  A 

Pnoenix  Resource  area  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
2015  West  Deer  Valley  Koad 
Phoenix,  Arizona   85027 

HE:   Pr.oenix  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental 
Impact  Statement 

Dear  Mr.  Tower: 

Thank  you  for  forwarding  a  draft  copy  of  the  Phoenix  Resource 
Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  to  Maricopa 
Water  District. 

As  tne  water  right  holder  to  the  sub  flow,  flood  flow  and 
normal  flow  of  tne  Aqua  Fria  River  and  its  tributaries,  we  are 
extremely  interested  in  your  management  plans. 

A  number  of  the  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern, 
Special  Management  Areas,  Cooperative  Recreational  Areas  and 
Resource  Conservation  Areas  are  within  the  Aqua  Fria 
Watershed . 

Thus,  we  respectfully  request  your  including  MWD  in  all  aspects 
of  B1.M '  s  planning  process. 

If  you  nave  any  questions  or  comments,  please  do  not  hesitate 
to  call  me . 

Sincerely , 


n&W^    £L  Q(M-*\*s-J 


Kooin  Barnes 
Management  Aide 

KB/yb 


MARICOPA  WATER  DISTRICT 
PO  Bw  260  WadOell    AZ  85355 
(602)  975  2151 
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Prior  lu  our  forthcoming  meeting  al  your  office  on  Thursday,  March 
3,  I  wanted  you  to  have  these  two  enclosed  items: 

(1)  copy  of  remarks  which  I  have  made  to  the  Prescott  Audubon 
Society  on  the  candidacy  of  1-17  for  designation  as  a  "Scenic 
Highway."  It  lets  you  know  where  I  am  "coming  from";  and, 

(2)  copv  of  the  "Designation  Process"  from  ADOT  with  which 
you  mav'  well  he  familiar.  Still,  I  thought  a  copy  might  he 
handy  f'or  ready  reference.   We,  who  favor  the  "Scenic  Designation" 

4^  for  [-17,  are  still  at  the  " Pre- Rogues t"  stage. 

o 

Yesterday,  I  was  able  to  pick  up  a  copy  of  the  Phoenix  RMP/EIS  draft 
at  the  State  office.  1  have  just  begun  to  read  it  to  find  out  what 
is  proposed  for  the  land  now  owned  by  BLM  in  the  Black  Canyon  Corridor, 
particularly  if  Alternative  B  (Preferred)  were  adopted. 

My  impression  is  that,  under  Plan  B,  the  BLM  would  retain  much  of 
the  land  which  it  now  owns  in  the  Corridor  and  perhaps  even  increase 
its  holdings  to  "block-up"  land  ownership  for  more  efficient  management. 
But,  for  what  purpose(s)? 

The  aim  of  those  of  us  who  want  to  see  a  "rural"  corridor  preserved 
for  1-17  -  at  least  between  population  points,  such  as  between  New 
River  and  Black  Canyon  City  -  is  a  ribbon  of  open  space,  with  natural 
vegetation  bordering  the  freeway  and  natural  vistas  preserved  where 
f eas  ihle . 

1  suppose  that  the  only  income-earning  use  for  open  space,  if  any, 
would  he  light  grazing.  This  would  be  compatible  witli  vista  preservation. 
However,  1  argue  that  an  open-space,  natural  corridor  for  1-17  would, 
in  itself,  add  value  to  the  land  beyond  the  corridor,  at  least  for 
residential  use. 

Turning  to  the  large  folded  map  labeled  "Phoenix  Resource  ^rca, 
North  Central  Portion"  January  1987,  I  have  these  questions/comments, 
moving  north  from  the  junction  of  State  74  and  1-17: 

(1)  Would  it  be  reasonable  to  aim  for  a  modest  open-space  corridor 
between,  say  the  Pioneer  Village  and  the  New  River  Interchange? 

The  frontage  here  on  both  sides  of  1-17  is  largely  owned  by 
the  State.  Hopeful  lv,  the  State  could  be  persuaded  that  granting 
open-space  easements'  along  1-17  would  enhance  the  value  of 
the  land  which  the  State  might  lease/sell  in  this  area; 
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Mr.  Tim  Sanders  D 

BLM  -  Phoenix  Resource  Area  t-j 

2015  West  Deer  Valley  Road  Q 

Phoenix,  KL      85027  Q 

H 

Dear  Mr.  Sanders:  O 

I   am  Hiram  Davis.   the  fellow  who  telephoned   you   the  other  day,   and                                      j> 

whose   interest   is   the    preservation  of   1-17  as  the  "rural"  highway                                    H 

it  is  to-day  -  at  least  to  have  it  maintain  some  "rural"  character.                                         Q 


.Z 


Mr.  Tim  Sanders 


February  27,  1988 
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be 


Lhe  most  effective  way  to  preserve 
1-17   between   the  New  River  &  Rock 


(2)   What  would   seem   to 

an   open-space   corridor   for 

Springs   interchanges?     Especially   between   the   Table   Mesa   & 

Rock  Springs  interchanges? 

Any  contribution  that  BLM  could  make  by  exchanging  with  the 
State?  Say,  around  and  to  the  north  and  west  of  the  Table  Mesa 
interchange?  (Probably  provides  some  of  the  better  scenic  vistas 
along  1-17  -  mountains  in  the  distance  and  good  stands  of  saguaros 
In  the  foreground) . 


(3)  And  what  about  the  preservation  of  saguaros 
Are  we  at,  or  at  least  near,  the  point  where  "groves" 
traversed  by  a  major  highway  are  an  "endangered"  species 


themselves? 
of  saguaros 


For  example,   is  there  any 

in  Arizona  that  can  eve 

from   the   Pioneer  Villa 

mesa  just  south  of  the  Sunset  Point  rest  stop 


stand  of  saguaros  along  any  interstate 
n  compare  with  those  which  dot  the  terrain 
ige   interchange   to  "topping  out"   on   the 


Presumably   the  preservation  of   these  "groves 
if  1-17  were  designated  a  "Scenic  Highway" 


be   needed?   Say,   the   establishment 
perhaps   under   the   auspices/control 


would  be  enhanced 

but  may  "something 

of   some   protective 

of   the   State   Parks 


more 
zone  , 
Board? 

(4)  I  move  now  to  the  1-17  segment  from  the  Dog  Track/Squaw 
Peak  interchange  at  the  north  edge  of  Black  Canyon  City  to 
Cordes  Junction.  Here,  if  I  read  the  map  correctly,  the  BLM 
owns  the  frontage  on  the  west  side  of  1-17,  and  the  State  that 
on  the  east . 

May  not  this  divided  ownership  lead  to  an  unsatisfactory  pattern? 
Open  space  on  the  BLM  side  and  development  on  the  State  side 
of  I-179  Are  there  any  potential  "block-up"  exchange  possibilities. 


7-2 


7-3 


For   example,   BLM   to  get   frontage   from   the  State  on 
side   of   1-17   between   Dog   Track   Road   and   Cordes 
exchange   for  BLM   land  elsewhere?  Such  as   the  BLM 
vicinity  of  Black  Canyon  City  and  Rock  Springs? 


the  east 

in 

land   in  the 


two  utility 


(5)   According   to    Map   2-13,   there   are 

in   the   Black  Canyon   planning   segment.   One   follows 

other   along  and  partly  east  of   the  Agua  Fria  River 

point   of   view   of   preserving   scenic   vistas   from 

clutter   isn't  the  corridor  to  the  east  of  1-17  to  be  preferred 


corridors 

1-17;   the 

From  the 

'high-1 ine" 


But  enough  questions  and  comments  for  now.  1  look  forward  to  visting 
with  you  next  Thursday.  Should  your  schedule  change,  my  telephone 
is  274-2723. 

S  ineo.rel  y  ,     / 


7-1. 


7-2. 


7-3. 


The  land  fronting  1-17  between  the  city  of  Phoenix  and 
Black  Canyon  City  is  or  would  be  administered  by  the 
state  of  Arizona  or  is  under  private  ownership.   The 
state  develops  management  prescriptions  for  the 
long-term  maintenance  of  scenic  values  on  its  land. 

Public  land  north  of  Black  Canyon  City  will  be 
maintained  under  BLM  administration.   One  of  the  BLM's 
long-term  management  goals  for  the  Black  Canyon 
Resource  Conservation  Area  would  be  to  block  up 
federal  ownership  in  the  area  through  the  BLM-state  of 
Arizona  land  exchange  process.  This  includes  land 
along  1-17  between  Black  Canyon  City  and  Cordes 
Junction.   The  proposed  RMP  has  not  identified  land 
uses  seriously  conflicting  with  the  continuation  of 
open  space  scenic  values  on  public  land  between  1-17 
and  the  Prescott  National  Forest  except  placement  of 
additional  utility  lines  in  the  Black  Canyon  utility 
corridor.   Impacts  on  visual  and  scenic  values  would 
be  expected  to  be  minimal,  however.   A  traveler's 
perception  of  natural  scenery  would  not  be  affected  by 
the  placement  of  additional  utility  lines  because  new 
lines  would  be  parallel  to  and  screened  by  existing 
transmission  lines  crossing  the  area. 


The  proposed  RMP  has  identified  new  expanded 
boundaries  for  the  Black  Canyon  RMP  which  include  the 
public  land  one  mile  south  of  the  boundary  described 
in  the  draft  RMP/EIS  (see  RCA  Map  2-8  in  this 
document) . 


The  Alternative  B  corridor  identified  in  the  draft 
RMP/EIS  is  preferable  due  to  two  factors:   1)  there  i= 
an  existing  powerline  along  1-17  and  2)  Alternative  C 
powerlines  would  further  impact  a  National  Register 
Archaeological  District  (Perry  Mesa). 


Hiram  S .  Dav  is 
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Dear  Mr.  Tower: 

I  read  with  interest  the  BLMfe  desire  to  consolidate  the  checkerboard  lands  it 

controls.  My  question  is  why  does  the  BLM  think  it  can  control  the  lands  of  the  American 

people  anyway??    In  the  beginning  the  Lord  gave  the  people  the  l~nd  and  the  government 

hns  choosen  to  take  away  some  of  our  lands,  hundreds  of  thousands  and  millions  of  acres 

throughout  the  United  States.   Where  do  they  get  the  authority;   The  people  of  America 

did  not  get  to  vote  on  this  issue.   Therefore,  I  recommend  that  the  BLM  land  be  turned 

back  into  the  hands  of  the  people  of  America,  the  home  of  the  brave  and  the  land  that 

used  to  be  free  from  government  tyr  ny.  Please  read  and  study  the  Constitution  of  the  U.S. 

as  the  founding  fathers  knew  and  drew  up  our  rights  as  citizens,  not  as  subjects,  and 

learn  what  the  God  of  heaven  would  have  you  do  to  give  us  back  our  lands  so  that  you  can 

stand  before  the  Savior  on  judgement  day  and  be  found  blameless  in  trying  to  help  us  regain 

our  rights  to  our  lands.  i 

Thank  you  for  letting  me^and  asking  for  my 
opinion.  Usually  things  are  accomplished  be- 
hind closed  doors. 


I  support  your  efforts  in  restoring  our  laws 
and  rights  as  the  original  Constitution  out- 
lines. 

Sincerely,  /'     \ 

Sandra  Leonard 
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■r.  Arthur  -B.  Tower  O 

Fhoenix  Resource  Area  Manager  O 

Bureau  of  Iaj  d  Management  O 

P015  *.  Deer  Valley  Road  33 

Phoenix,  A/,  &V.27  D 


Friends  of  the 

Hieroglyphic    Mountain^ 


8425    N.     56th    Ave.,    Glendale,    Az.    85302 


4- 


Mr.  Arthur  Tower 

Phoenix  Resource  Area  Manager 

BLM 

2015  W.  Deer  Valley  Rd. 

PHOENIX,  Az.  85027 
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9-3 


in  the 

restrict  ion 


Dear  Mr.  Tower, 

The  Friends  of  the  Hieroglyphic  Mountains  wish  to  make  some  comments  about 

the  draft  Phoenix  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Our  preference  is  for  alternative  C,  as  it  contains  proposals  for  larger 
ACEC s  than  alternative  B. 
•Regarding  the  concept  of  Riparian  Management  Area;  it  is  ill  defined 
draft  and  it  needs  more  precise  management  guidelines,  such  as  total 
ot  vehicular  traffic,  etc. 
We  also  wish  to  recommend  that  all  riparian  habitats  which  are  still  in  some- 
what of  a  natural  state  and  have  in-streara  flows  of  at  least  20  days  per  year 
should  be  designated  Riparian  Management  Areas. 

«c  also  -xu'.d  have  liked  to  bee  Owl  Head  ButLe  (Interesting  formation  and  I  djil  ol 
nesting  site)  designated  as  an  ACEC  or  SMA. 
Regarding  ORV's,  we  suggest  the  BLM  designate  which  roads  will  be  open  to  vehi- 
cular traffic  and  then  print  and  distribute  a  map  of  the  Resource  Area  with 
such  roads  shown.   As  far  as  the  areas  closed  to  traffic  are  concerned,  the 
map  should  specifically  detail  the  penalties  involved  by  trespassing  into  them 
with  ORV's.   Finally  anyone  caught  traveling  in  closed  areas  or  off-road  should 
be  prosecuted.   Incidentally,  we  welcome  the  addition  of  Desert  Rangers-make 
sure  they  work  weekends'. 

Finally,  we  believe  the  BLM  should  take  the  initiative  in  the  proposed  land 
trades  and  not  wait  for  the  owners  to  come  forward. 
Thank  you  for  allowing  these  comments. 


9-1. 


9-2. 


9-3. 


Management  goals  and  planned  actions  are  described  for 
riparian  areas  identified  for  special  management. 
Closed  designations  are  proposed  for  White  Canyon, 
Larry  Creek  and  Tule  Creek.   See  Tables  2-3  and  2-4  in 
the  RMP/DEIS  for  specifics. 


Owl  Head  Buttes  is  not  public  land. 


As  future  funds  permi 
a  public  land  visitor 
and  user  responsibili 
map.  Site-specific  a 
ORV  signing  needs  nee 
goals.  Due  to  limite 
initially  anticipated 
management  concerns  ( 
areas)  . 


t  BLM  will  develop  and  distribute 
use  map.   Off-road  vehicle  rules 
ties  would  be  described  on  the 
ctivity  planning  will  evaluate 
essary  to  achieve  ORV  management 
d  funding,  intensive  signing  is 

only  in  areas  with  identified 
ACECs  and  special  management 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

BUREAU  OF  MINES 

P.  O.  BOX  25086 

BUILDrNC  20,  DENVER  FEDERAL  CENTER 

DENVER,  COLORADO    80225 

Intennountain  Field  Operations  Center 


March   10,   1988 


Memorandum 


To: 


From: 


Arthur  E.  Tower,  Phoenix  Resource  Area  Manager,  Bureau  of  Land 
Management,  2015  West  Deer  Valley  Road,  Phoenix,  Arizona  85027 

Chief,  Intermountain  Field  Operations  Center 


Subject:  Draft  Phoenix  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact 
Statement 

As  you  requested,  personnel  of  the  Bureau  of  Mines  reviewed  the  subject 
document  to  determine  whether  impacts  to  mineral  resources  and  to  related 
activities  are  adequately  discussed.  The  draft  document  presents  four  alterna- 
tive plans,  including  a  preferred  alternate,  for  managing  the  resources  of  the 
Phoenix  Resource  Area.  Mineral  resource  exploration  and  development  have 
played  a  major  role  in  the  growth  of  Arizona  and  have  historically  contributed 
much  to  its  economic  base.  Much  of  that  mineral  activity  has  involved  mininq 
districts  included  in  the  resource  area.  Our  comments  are  provided  to  help 
clarify  or  improve  the  mineral  data  presented. 

The  document  provides  a  summary  of  mineral  involvement  in  the  resource  area 
and  also  a  brief  analysis  of  mineral  resource  impacts  by  alternative   T'ie 
maps  showing  both  past  mineral -producing  areas  and  contoured  densities  of 
currently  filed  Notices  of  Intent  (MOD  and  Mine  Plans  of  Cperation  (MPO) 
(p.  96-98)  provide  information  in  an  easily  understandable  format   The  table 
summarizing  mineral  development  trends  by  mining  district  includinq  base  metal 
production  from  each  district  (Table  3-9,  p.  100-101)  is  similarly  useful 
Because  mineral  companies  currently  are  actively  exploring  and  developing 
precious  metal  properties  in  the  western  U.S.,  we  suggest  that  precious  metal 
production  information  also  be  included  in  the  table.  Production  figures  for 
precious  metals  are  available  from  the  same  source  as  the  base  metal  data 
quoted  in  the  table  (AZ  Bur.  Geol .  and  Miner.  Technol . ,  Bull.  154) 

The  salient  mineral  resource  impact  addressed  by  the  document  is  the  de  facto 
withdrawal  of  lands  to  mineral  entry  created  by  the  land  disposals  proposed 
under  Alternatives  B,  C,  and  D.  Several  areas  proposed  for  disposal  currently 
have  high  densities  of  iri's   and  MPO's  (p.  9C-97).  We  recommend  that  an  effort 
be  made  to  retain  under  BLM  management  two  areas  having  high  mineral  develop- 
ment potential:  the  BLM  lands  south  of  Tucson  and  the  somewhat  more  continuous 
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10-1.    The  interdisciplinary  planning  team  has  determined 
that,  as  a  result  of  implementing  the  proposed  RMP, 
the  reduction  of  KOIs  from  25  to  12  and  MPOs  from  2  to 
1  would  not  significantly  affect  the  exploration  for 
and  development  of  marketable  minerals  in  the  Resource 
Area. 


10-2 


block  of  BLH  lands  east  of  Prescott.      Because  of  the  recent  explosion  of 
Interest  in  precious  metal    development  and  the  currently  higher  copper  prices, 
these  two  areas  are  undergoing  renewed  exploration  and  development  activity. 
Disposal   action  would  create  an  additional   burden  for  a  struggling  minerals 
industry  and  possibly  make  exploration  and  development  costs  prohibitive. 

For  Alternatives  B  and  C,   tables  are  provided   (p.   25-26;   p. 28-30;   and  p.   35-39) 
that  describe  planned  action  for  each  special  management  area   (SMA)  and  for 
each  area  of  critical   environmental   concern   (ACEC).     The  specific  impacts  to 
mineral   resource  development  by  creation  of  these  areas  is  vague.     For  example, 
it  is  not  clear  what  seasonal   or  other  management  restrictions  would  apply  to 
mineral   exploration  and  development  in  the  Silver  Bell   Desert  Bighorn  Sheep 
Management  Area.     Tables  2-4  and  2-10  incorporate  statements  alluding  to 
surface  occupancy  restrictions  on  800  acres  of  Ragged  Top,  but  no  information 
is  supplied  regarding  what  mineral   development  restrictions  would  apply  to 
the  rest  of  the  acreage  included  in  the  SMA.     Mineral    restrictions  on  other 
wildlife  SMA's   (desert  tortoise,   burro  range)   are  also  ambiguous.     As  an 
additional   example,   several   multiple  resource  management  areas  limit  motor 
vehicles  to  existing  roads  and  trails    (i.e.,  Table  2-4).     Neither  the  table 
nor  the  document  make   it  clear  whether  a  mineral   company  would  be  permitted  to 
establish  drillroads  and  drillsites  or  develop  a  resource  for  open  pit  mining 
in  these  areas.     In  general,   the  tables  list  certain  access  and  surface 
occupancy  restrictions  but  do  not  clarify  whether  management  restrictions  to 
access  would  severely   restrict  these  lands  to  mineral   entry.      Subsequent 
versions  of  the  document  should  elaborate  how  each  management  prescription 
would  affect  mineral   exploration  and  development  activities.     A  chart  or  table 
specifying  for  each  SMA  and  ACEC  the  restrictions  on  locatable  and  leasable 
mineral   exploration  and  development  would  clarify  the  mineral    resource  impacts 
of  Alternatives  B  and  C.     Maps  showing  mineral   potential    superimposed  on  areas 
where  mineral   access  would  be  restricted  would  also  serve  to  readily  illus- 
trate how  each  SMA  or  ACEC  would  impact  mineral    related  activities. 

In  the  Silver  Bell   Resource  Conservation  Area   (RCA),   two  SIlA's  and  an  ACEC 
have  been  proposed  for  most  of  the  land  currently  available  for  mineral 
exploration  and  development.     Because  the  area  has  high  to  moderate  potential 
for  additional   mineral    discoveries,   particularly   in  the  area  of  the  Waterman 
Mountains  ACEC,  we  believe  that  access  to  and  permission  to  develop  minerals 
in  this  RCA  should  be  maintained  as  much  as  possible. 


10-2.  The   impacts   to  mineral  development   expected   to   result 

from  ACEC  designations   in  the  proposed  RMP  would  be  1) 
the  requirement  of  a  Mining  Plan  of  Operation   for 
exploration  or  development   in  a  designated  ACEC  open 
to  mineral   entry,    regardless  of  the  acres  disturbed 
and  2)   elimination  of   filing,    exploration  or 
development   in  areas  withdrawn  from  mineral   entry. 
Activities   allowed  under  the  general  mining 
regulations  would  be   in  force   in  most  areas,    including 
reasonable  access   to  mining  claims. 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 


330-1000 


BUREAU  OF  RECLAMATION 

ARIZONA  PROJECTS  OFFICE 

23636  N.  7TH  STREET 

P.O.  BOX  9980 

PHOENIX.  ARIZONA  8S068 


Mr.   Henri  Blsson 
Phoenix  District  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
2015  West  Deer  Valley  Road 
Phoenix,    Arizona     85027 
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Dear  Mr.   Bisson: 


ll-l 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  draft  Phoenix  Resource 
Management  Plan  (RMP)  associated  with  the  management  of  912,000  acres  of 
public  lands  in  the  Phoenix  Resource  Area.  In  the  RMP,  the  East  Half  of 
Section  11  and  the  Northwest  Quarter  of  Section  12,  Township  15  South,  Range 
12  East,  G&SRM  is  identified  as  lands  slated  for  development  as  a 
cooperative  recreation  management  area.  The  lands  would  be  transferred  to 
local  governments  under  the  R&PPA  for  the  Saginaw  Hill  Park. 

As  you  are  aware  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  is  constructing  the  Central 
Arizona  Project  which  includes  construction  of  the  Black  Mountain  Pipeline. 
The  pipeline  will  require  approximately  35  acres  of  public  domain  lands 
located  in  the  West  Half  of  the  West  Half  of  the  East  Half  (WI/2W1/2E1/2)  of 
Section  11.  This  alinement  for  the  Black  Mountain  Pipeline  was  identified  in 
our  Tucson  Aqueduct,  Phase  B,  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  dated 
December  1984,  and  our  subsequent  Draft  Environmental  Assessment  on  proposed 
modifications  dated  December  1987.  Copies  of  both  were  provided  to  your 
office  for  review. 

A  formal  request  for  rights-of-way  required  for  the  Black  Mountain  Pipeline 
within  the  W1/2W1/2E1/2  of  Section  11  will  be  submitted  to  you  for  your 
consideration  soon.  We  would  have  no  objection  to  the  transfer  of  public 
lands,  not  needed  for  the  Black  Mountain  Pipeline  in  Section  11,  to  other 
governmental  entities  under  the  R&PPA. 

Additional  comments  pertaining  to  the  draft  RMP  will  be  provided  from  our 
Regional  Office  located  in  Boulder  City,  Nevada.  Again,  thank  you  for  the 
opportunity  to  review  the  draft  plan. 


Should  you 
870-6734. 


have  any  questions,  please  contact  Mr.  Dennis  Burgett  at 


Sincerely  yours, 

(/  Robert  J.  Towles 
Project  Manager 


11-1.    As  part  of  the  CAP  delivery  system,  the  Black  Mountain 
Pipeline  would  be  allowed  under  the  proposed  RMP, 
subject  to  mitigation,  and  would  be  reserved  to  the 
United  States  in  the  event  that  the  land  would  be 
transferred  under  the  R&PP  Act. 


15  March  1988 
10120  Clair  Drive 
Sun  City,  AZ,  85351 

Mr.  Arthur  E  Tower,  Phoenix  Resource  Area  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
2015  West  Deer  Valley  Road 
Phoenix,  Arizona 

Dear  Mr.  Tower: 

I  have  made  a  careful  review  of  the  draft  Phoenix  Resource  Management 
Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

In  the  preparation  of  the  identified  draft  the  Bureau  was  faced  with  the 
need  to  make  assessments  of  two  classes  of  holdings  subject  to  quite 
different  pressures- -those  essentially  rural  in  nature,  and  those 
located  close  to  major  urban  areas.  Unfortunately,  the  Bureau  elected 
to  use  identical  options  and  assessment  techniques  for  both  classes  of 
areas. 


^1 
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The  concept  of  balanced  multiple  use,  including  utility  corridors, 
mining,  and  ranching,  is  certainly  a  sound  procedure  to  follow  in  those 
areas  which  are  essentially  rural.  However,  in  those  areas  which  are 
adjacent  to  an  expanding  metropolitan  area  it  would  be  preferable  to 
recognize  the  changes  that  are  likely  to  take  place.   Such  areas  will  be 
subject  to  much  greater  pressure  for  recreational  use,  their 
attractiveness  for  ranching  will  decline,  and  they  will  have  increasing 
appeal  as  an  identified  urban  resource — such  as  the  Saguaro  National 
Monument  at  Tucson,  the  Phoenix  Mountain  Preserves,  and  the  Lake 
Pleasant  Regional  Park. 

It  would  be  desirable  in  the  development  of  Plans  for  those  areas 
located  near  urban  areas  to  recognize  that  the  change  from  a  rural  to 
urban  environment  will  not  be  sudden,  and  will  likely  take  place  over  a 
period  of  years.  Thus,  the  Adopted  Plan  should  preferably  be  structured 
in  such  a  way  that  it  can  readily  accommodate  these  changes  as  they  take 
place. 

The  dicussion  of  protection  for  the  desert  streams  which  are  included  in 
the  plan  leaves  much  to  be  desired.   It  is  quite  probable  that  the 
details  of  these  protective  measures  plans  were  well  known  to  the 
authors  of  the  report.   However,  the  report  presents  few  details  on  how 
water  quality  standards  will  be  applied  or  met,  aquatic  species 
protected,  or  riparian  vegetation  protected  or  reestablished.  The 
remaining  desert  streams  in  Arizona  are  certainly  deserving  of  the  best 
management  practices  that  we  can  formulate. 

The  administrative  organization  of  the  Bureau  has  injected  an  additional 
problem  in  the  selection  of  a  suitable  management  plan  in  some 
instances.   For  example,  the  Hassayampa  River  Canyon  and  the  "upper" 
Hassayampa  River  are  discussed  in  two  different  reports.  This  is  a  very 
undesirable  arrangement  given  the  needs  for  a  unified  management  plan 
for  the  River,  and  the  Wilderness  potential  of  the  Canyon.  The 


12-1.    The  draft  RMP/EIS  identifies  management  problems, 

goals  and  opportunities.   Specific  details  on  methods 
to  achieve  the  goals  are  contained  in  activity  plans. 
The  activity  plans  developed  to  implement  the  approved 
RMP  will  include  environmental  assessments  and  meet 
public  review  requirements  in  compliance  with  NEPA  and 
the  Planning  Regulations. 


3j 


rr 
Z 

O 
O 

K 

m 
z 
H 
rn 

> 

O 

H 

m 

CO 

n 

o 

CO 

rn 
Cfi 


12-2 


00 


12-3 


administrative  organization  problem  is  also  reflected   in  the   inclusion 
of  the  Maricopa  Mountain  and  Butterfield  Stage     sections   in  still 
another  BLM  management  report.      Despite  the  size  and   importance  of  the 
Phoenix  Metropolitan  area  these  adjacent  potential    "open  space" 
opportunities  are  examined  by  BLM   in  three  different  administrative 
reports. 

The  language  of  the  reports  with  respect  to  roads  and  trails  and  their 
availability  to  the  public  is  also  imprecise.      It  would  be  desirable  to 
identify  those  roads  and  trails  which  will  be  available  to  four  wheel 
drive  vehicles  and/or  ATVs.lt  would  also  be  desirable  to   identify  those 
locations  where  additional   roads  or  trails  might  be  needed  to 
accommodate  the  needs  of  these  interest  groups. 

It   is  quite  apparent  that  communities  and  organizations   in  the  Northwest 
Valley  had  little  input   in  the  development  of  the  plan  or  of  the  several 
steps  which  took  place  prior  to  plan  development.  This  lack  of   input 
might  be  attributed  to  the  small   size  of   the  conrnunities  and  to  the 
difficulties  of  understanding  an   issue  as  complex  as  that  faced  by  BLM 
in  the  assessment  of   its  land  holdings!    It  would  be  desirable  to  make  a 
special  effort  at  this  time  to  reach  these  conrnunities  and  groups  to  try 
to  determine  if  they,    in  fart.,    understand  the  importance  of  the 
decisions  which  are  being  made. 

SPECIFIC  RECOMMENDATIONS: 

The  recommendations  of  the  Plan  with  respect  to  those  areas  which  are   in 
essentially  rural  settings  seems  to  be  generally  adequate. 

Those  areas  which  are  adjacent   to  the  major  metropolitan  areas  should  be 
reexamined   in  terms  of  a  fifth  alternative— which  might  be  termed 
Metropolitan  Preserve  and  Open  Space  Management!   Under  this  concept  the 
entire  Lake  Pleasant  Area,   which  would  be  better  named  the  Hieroglyphic 
MountainsArea,   would  be  reconsidered   in  terms  of   its  long  term  potential 
for  a  desert/moutain  preserve,    and  a  long  term  plan  would  be  developed 
which  would  reflect  the  eventual  conversion  of  the  area.      Such  a  plan 
would  include  the  need  for  additonal   roads,   or   improved   roads   in  some 
areas,   camping  facilities,   a  visitor  center  oriented  to  the  upper 
Sonoran  Desert,   designated  wilderness  areas,   the  eventual  phase  out  of 
grazing  and  mining,   and  perhaps   the  purchase  of  the  private  lands   (or 
conservation  easements)   which  are  now  located  within  the  area.   The  time 
schedule  for  such  a  program  might  well  stretch  out  over  a  period  of 
perhaps  twenty  years. 

The  boundaries  of  the  Lake  Pleasant  area  should  be  readjusted  to  include 
the  Shirttail  Hills  area  south  of  State  Highway  74  and  the  Hassayampa 
Canyon  Area   to  the  West. 

The  specific  measures  which  will  be  adopted  for  the  protection  and 
management  of   the  desert  streams   in  the  modified  Lake  Pleasant  area 
should  be  set  forth  in  considerable  detail.      An  annex  to  the  report 
would  be  a  suitable  vehicle  for  detail  of  this  nature. 


12-2.  Public   involvement   efforts,    including  newsletters, 

local  press   coverage,    public  meetings,    and  mailings   to 
all   affected   local  governments,   were  discussed   in 
Chapter   5   of   the  draft  RMP/EIS.      Host   communities   in 
the   EMP   area  have  been  involved   in  the  Phoenix 
District's   planning   effort   either  directly  or   through 
their   respective   county  associations   of  government. 

12-3.  The  Phoenix  District  believes   the   alternatives 

considered   in  the   draft   RMP/EIS   cover   a  sufficient 
range   of   realistic  management   opportunities   for 
addressing   the   recreation  issue   in  the  Lake   Pleasant 
area.      For   example,    a   cooperative   recreation 
management   area  surrounding  Lake  Pleasant   a   recreation 
management   area   in  Hells   Canyon,    a   riparian  management 
area   along   the  Hassayampa  River  and  special  management 
areas    to    emphasize  management   of  watershed,    riparian 
habitat,    a  resident  burro  herd  and  an  endangered   fish 
species  have  been  proposed.      We  believe   that 
management   emphasis  being   recommended   for   these 
discrete   areas   is   compatible  with  multiple  use 
management   of  the   entire   resource   conservation  area. 
Management   of   the   entire  Lake  Pleasant   RCA   for   the 
benefit   of   a  single  user  group  would  be   incompatible 
with  BLM's  multiple-use  mandate. 
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A  long-range  planning  and  development  committee  for  the  Lake 
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Pleasant/Hassayampa  Canyon  area  should  be  recommended.  The  Coirmittee 
should  have  ample  representation  from  the  Northwest  Valley  communities  , 
ranching  interests,  major  developers,  the  core  cities  of  the  Phoenix 
metropolitan  area,  Metropolitan  Association  of  Governments,  State 
legislators,  and  State  and  County  officials. 

I  believe  that  adoption  of  these  recommendations  will  assure  that  we  are 
planning  for  the  Future  of  the  Metropolitan  area  and  not  for  the  present 
of  the  past! 

Sincerely 

Eugene  Jense; 


copy : Congressman  Stump 


Black     Grama 
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flLKHORN   RANCH 


Sasabe  Star  Route 
TUCSON.   ARIZONA    8573B 


March  25, 1988 


Arthur  E.  Tower 

Phoenix  Resource  Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

20l5WestDeerVAIIeyRoad 

Phoenix,   AZ  85027 

Dear  Mr.  Tower: 

On  February  23  I  attended  the  public  hearing  in  Tucson  concerning 
the  draft  Phoenix  Resource  Management  Plan.  Although  our  feelings 
and  concerns  regarding  this  plan  are  well  known,  we  have  decided  to 
take  this  opportunity  to  present  them  again. 

first,  we  would  like  to  thank  you,  Tim  Senders,  and  all  others 
involved  for  your  efforts  in  keeping  us  abreast  of  developements  in 
the  plan,  and  In  listening  to  and  taking  into  account  our  concerns 
regarding  the  plan.  For  this  we  are  grateful 

Thisdoes  not,  however,  change  the  fact  that  we  are  opposed  to  the 
plan  in  al)  its  various  forms.  We  do  not  feel  a  wilderness  area  In  the 
Baboquivaris  is  necessary.  The  country  is  already  wilderness  due  to 
Its  topography  and  will  remain  so.  Access  to  the  mountains  is  allowed 
by  the  aree  ranchers.  It  would  be  next  to  impossible  to  develop  the 
area  considered  for  wilderness  and  most  of  the  land  Involved  Is 
already  controlled  by  the  BUI.  Therefore,  the  only  effect  a 
wilderness  designation  would  have  would  be  to  Increase  human  traffic 
in  the  area.  The  country  would  lose  much  of  its  appeal  83  this  traffic 
increased.  In  short,  the  wilderness  designation  would  result  In  the 
area  becoming  less  "wild". 

We  feel  that  to  establish  and  run  a  wilderness  area,  at  taxpayer 
expense,  that  results  in  less  remote  back-country  is  fiscally  and 
conservationally  unsound.  Why  not  let  (he  area  ranchers  continue  to 
manage  and  protect  the  area  from  developement  as  they  have  been 
doing  for  years? 

We  are  also  opposed  to  the  proposed  swaps  between  the  BLM  and  State 
Land  Department  In  the  Baboqulvari  area  Our  concerns,  as  stated  in 
prior  correspondence,  are  as  follows: 

1  We  are  concerned  as  to  the  effect  the  loss  of 
stete  lease  revenues  would  tme  on  our  local 
school  distnc 
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13-2. 


The  impacts  of  designating  the  Baboquivari  Peak 
Wilderness  Study  Area  (WSA)  as  wilderness  are  analyzed 
in  the  Phoenix  Wilderness  FEIS.   If  Congress 
designates  the  WSA  as  wilderness  a  management  plan 
will  be  developed.   The  development  of  the  wilderness 
management  plan  would  include  public  involvement  and 
review,  address  visitor  use  capacity  and  would  contain 
an  environmental  assessment  in  compliance  with  NEPA. 


Section  10(b)  of  the  Taylor  Grazing  Act  provides  that 
fifty  percent  of  the  grazing  fees  collected  from  BLM 
grazing  leases  are  returned  to  the  State/County  where 
grazing  occurs.   Pursuant  to  Arizona  State  Law  (Title 
37  ARS  Section  724)  the  returned  grazing  lease  fees 
are  allocated  to  county  school  districts. 


2.  One  of  the  slated  objectives  of  the  plan  Is  to 
provide  access  to  Baboquivari  Peak.  The  only 

13-3  area  that  such  access  Is  practical  Is  Thomas 

Canyon.  As  far  as  access  to  the  range  is  concerned, 
that  Is  already  provided  by  area  ranchers 

3.  Area  ranchers  have  been  around  for  many  years 
It  would  be  cheaper  and  more  practical  to  let  them 
continue  to  protect  the  area 

4.  The  proposed  wilderness  area  would  increase 
traffic,  and  all  the  related  problems,  in  the 
mountains.  We  do  not  feel  that  is  desirable. 

5.  The  whole  plan  runs  contrary  to  the  stated 
objectives  of  blocking  up  parcels  of  land  for 
management  purposes  If  that  were  truly  an 
important  objective,  the  BLM  would  trade  out 
of  the  area  entirely  as  it  Is  most  State  Lease  Land. 

In  summary,  we  feel  that  the  most  logical  course  of  action  In  the 
Baboquivari  area  is  not  to  take  any  action   Let's  not  make  an  Aravaipa 
Canyon  out  of  them.  They  are  beautiful,  but  much  of  that  beauty 
comes  from  their  remoteness   Lets  not  spoil  that. 


13-3.    Since  the  proposed  Baboquivari  ACEC  and  wilderness 

study  area  is  surrounded  by  private  and  state  land,  it 
would  be  necessary  to  obtain  legal  public  access. 


Sincerely, 
Charley  M  tiler 
oc:  Olendon Collins,  Federal  ExehangeAdministrator 
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OF  WILDLIFE 

Eugene  A.  Dahlem 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Phoenix  Resource  Area 
2015  W.  Deer  Valley  Road 
Phoenix,  Arizona  85027 

Dear  Mr.  Dahlem: 

I  enjoyed  our  brief  talks  at  the  recent  Desert  Tortoise 
Council  Symposium  in  Laughlin,  Nevada.  As  I  said,  I  was  very 
pleased  to  see  the  proposal  for  a  Special  Management  Area(SMA) 
for  the  desert  tortoise  in  the  Picacho  Mountains  in  Alternative  B 
of  the  Phoenix  Resource  Management  Plan  and  EIS  Draft. 

After  I  returned  home,  I  received  a  topo  map  of  the  Newman 
Peak  quadrangle,  which  included  the  boundaries  of  the  proposed 
SMA.  Outlined  also  were  four  locations  of  desert  tortoise 
populations  studied  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  in  connection 
with  the  Central  Arizona  Project  canal.  I  was  dismayed  to  note 
that  all  four  populations  lie  outside  the  SMA  boundary. 

In  further  examination  of  the  map,  it  was  obvious  that  the  SMA 
boundaries  are  chiefly  composed  of  the  steepest  portions  of  the 
area,  and  do  not  extend  to  the  gentler  foothills  and  outwash 
plains  where  the  tortoise  populations  are  found.  I  assume  that 
this  was  merely  a  case  of  oversight  on  the  part  of  the  BLM,  and 
that  changes  will  be  made.  I  strongly  urge  that  the  present 
boundary  of  the  SMA  be  extended  westward  and  southward  by  at 
least  one  full  section.  Even  so,  one  of  the  tortoise  populations 
would  have  no  buffer  area. 

According  to  a  large-scale  land  status  map  of  the  Picacho  area 
in  my  possession,  Newman  Peak  is  surrounded  by  state  land.  If 
this  is  the  reason  for  the  current  proposed  boundaries  of  the 
SMA,  something  clearly  needs  to  be  done  to  acquire  additional 
land  for  the  SMA.  As  I  mentioned  to  you,  the  state  grazing 
permittee  for  that  area  has  long  been  known  for  persistent 
trespass,  and  was  fined  several  years  ago  for  exceeding  his 
permitted  use  by  about  five  times.  Since  it  is  very  likely  that 
the  current  grazing  practices  of  this  permittee  are  continuing  to 
negatively  impact  the  desert  tortoises  in  the  area,  I  hope  that 
the  BLM  will  look  into  the  possibility  of  working  out  some  land 
trades  that  would  result  in  a  further  enlargement  of  the  SMA. 

If  such  land  trades  are  a  possibility,  I  will  work  hard  to 
assist  the  BLM  to  make  them  a  reality. 

Sincerely, 


S3  £u*  tJr*L»v*>, 


15-1. 


The  proposed  RMP  has   identified  state   land   for 
acquisition  to   include  additional   tortoise  habitat 
within  the  Picacho  Mountain  RCA   (see  map  2-22   in   this 
document). 

Refer  also   to   response   18-7. 


Steve   Johnson,       Southwest    Representative 

SOUIHWIS!     OH  l(i      1)795    N     rOMO    DRIVE,     rUCSON.    ARIZONA    B5741     .    (602)    207-1414 
NATIONAL  OFFICE    1244  NINFTEENTH  STREEJ.  NW  •  WASHINGTON.  DC  20036  •  (202)  659-9510 
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ARIZONA  DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE 


STATE  CAP'TOt 

'  700  WEST  WASHING 'ON 

PHOENIX  ARIZONA  85007 

160?)  255-5371 


MEMORANDUM 


THOMAS  P  CALDWELL 
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to  do:  blm 

FROM  :   ARIZONA  STATE  CLEARINGHOUSE 

DATE  :   April  1,  1988 

HE       3UREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

DRAFT  PHX  RESOURCE  MGT  PLAN   &  EIS 
AZ880219800008 


15  .999 


This  memorandum  is  in  response  to  the  above  project  submitted  to 
the  Arizona  State  Clearinghouse  for  review. 

The  project  has  been  reviewed  pursuant  to  the  Executive  Order 
12372  by  certain  Arizona  State  officials  and  Regional  Councils  of 
Government . 

The  Standard  Form  424  is  attached  for  Information. 

No  comments  were  received  on  this  project  or  it  was  supported  as 
written.  If  any  comments  are  received,  we  will  forward  them  to 
you  for  your  consideration. 


Attachment 


cc:       Arizona  State  Clearinghouse 
Applicant 


!  1  I  S    3rd    Awenue,  Room  300.  Pho. 


BLM  PHOENIX  DISTI 
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Mr.    Arthur   F.    Tower 
Phoenix  Resource  Area  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
2015   West   De»r  Valley  Road 
Phoenix,    AZ .   85027 

RF:    PHOENIX   RESOURCF   MANAGEMENT   PLAN 

Dear  Mr.    Tower: 

We  have  reviewed  the  Phoenix  Resource  Management  Plan  and  find  the  alternative 
8  acceptable.  We  can  appreciate  the  need  for  RIM  to  consolidate  its  holdings 
anil  designate  areas  for  protection.  The  Lake  Pleasant  area  is  of  concern  to 
us,  however.  We  feel  this  area  should  be  protected  to  a  greater  extent  by  the 
extension  of  the  RCA  to  the  south  and  east.  Urban  and  industrial  encroachment 
|7_|  in  this  area  will  greatly  reduce  the  quality  of  this  area.  In  addition,  the 
area  adjacent  to  Interstate  17  should  be  included  in  the  Lake  Pleasant  RCA. 
These  lands  would  maintain  the  scenic  value  of  the  1-17  corridor  between  New 
River  and  Rock  Springs.  We  are  in  support  of  1-17  and  State  Highway  74  becom- 
ing designated  as  scenic  highways.  An  open  space  set-back  could  also  be  estab- 
lished by  the  County. 

Anothpr  concern  is  the  availability  of  future  recreation  sites.  As  BLM  reduces 
its  urban  fringe  holdings,  it  also  rpduces  the  availability  of  low-cost  muni- 
cipal lands.  As  the  urban  growth  continues,  much  land  will  bp  needed  in  the 
next  10-20  years. 

A  third  concern  is  the  proposal  that  a  large  area  of  land  below  Highway  74 
(Morristown-New  Ri vpr  Highway)  between  Lake  Pleasant  and  Morristown  be  dis- 
posed of  to  the  state  or  private  parties.  While  we  recognize  the  benefit  of  an 
exchange  for  additional  land  within  the  RCA's,  this  will  place  a  great  burden 
on  the  surrounding  land,  given  the  population  that  eventually  could  reside 
there. 


We  respectfully  request  that  land  ownership  and  designations  in  the  planning 
ares   be  more  fully  addressed  to  answer  our  concerns. 

Si  ncerely , 

DENNIS  W.  ZWAGERMAN.  ,1 
PRINCIPAL  PLANNER  ')*** 
ADVANCE  PLANNING  DIVISION 


17-1.    The  proposed  Phoenix  Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP)  in 
this  document  identifies  additional  land  along  the 
Black  Canyon  Corridor  for  retention  in  public 
ownership,  thus  enlarging  the  Lake  Pleasant  RCA  to  the 
east.   There  are  no  plans,  however,  to  identify 
non-public  land  in  the  area  for  acquisition.   Land 
values  between  New  River  and  Rock  Springs  make 
acquisition  costs  prohibitive  when  compared  to  the 
resource  values  gained. 

The  future  availability  of  low  cost  public  land  for 
use  by  local  governments  has  been  addressed  in  the 
draft  RMP/EIS.   During  the  public  scoping  process, 
potential  sites  were  identified  by  local  governments. 
Several  tracts  were  found  to  be  suitable  for  transfer 
under  the  Recreation  and  Public  Purposes  Act  (R&PPA) . 
These  were  identified  in  the  draft  plan  and  carried 
over  as  part  of  the  proposed  RMP  in  this  document. 

The  draft  RMP/EIS  identified  the  public  land  south  of 
Highway  74  as  suitable  for  exchange.   However,  because 
of  public  concern  about  the  loss  of  open  space  and 
scenic  values  in  the  area,  the  proposed  RMP  has 
identified  additional  public  land  south  of  Highway  74 
for  retention  in  public  ownership.   Specifically, 
these  areas  would  include  sections  25,  26  and  the 
Saddleback  Mountain  portion  of  section  35  in  Township 
6  North,  Range  1  West.   The  retention  area  would  be 
included  within  the  boundary  of  the  proposed  Lake 
Pleasant  RCA. 


Richard  Bagley 
Planner  I 
(602)262-3403 
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DESERT  TORTOISE  COUNCIL 


5.W  C'crrtlos  Asraue 

I  oiif  Beach.  (  alilornia  WK05 


10    Apr/i  1  ,      198B 


Mr.  Arthur  E.  Tower 
Phoenix  Resource  Area  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
2015  West  Deer  Valley  Road 
Phoeni:.,  Arizona  85027 


Dear  Mr.  Tower: 


Our  comments  are  divided  into  two  parts,  general  and  specific. 
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18-2 


GENERAL 

Given  that  virtually  no  inventory  of  dese 
or  abundance  has  been  carried  out  in  the 
we  contest  the  validity  of  estimates  of  h 
the  document.   Though  records  exist  for  s 
area,  only  the  Picacho  Mountains  and  the 
extensive  data  base.   Ho*  will  BLM  invent 
and,  if  they  at*  fDund  to  contain  major  p 
give  them  significant  management  status  i 
in  this  document?   What  is  BLM's  schedule 
tortoise  data  on  the  Phoeni::  lands''   What 

EPm^V*  d°es  not  dlsP°se  °*    "important" 

BLM  s  definition)  desert  tortoise  habitat 
been  done"-   Will  BLM  inventory  habitat  si 
to  consideration  for  land  trades"   If  BLM 
habitat,  will  this  be  cause  for  careful 
ably  retention"   These  questions  we  have 
this  document. 


1-t  tortoise  distribution 
Phoenix  Resource  Area, 
abitat  extent  listed  in 
everal  areas  in  Lhe  RMP 
Ragged  Top  ares    have  any 
ory  its  remaining  areas, 
opulations,  how  will  BLM 
f  they  are  not  included 
for  obtaining  desert 
effort  will  BLM  male  to 
(we  read  crucial  under 
when  no  inventory  has 
ated  for  disposal  prior 

does  find  "important" 
onsideration  and  prob- 
not  found  answered  in 


gesw L  tortoise  management? 


18-1. 


18-2. 


BLM  will  conduct  additional  desert  tortoise 
inventories  according  to  recommendations  in  a  Desert 
Tortoise  Implementation  Strategy  currently  being 
finalized.   It  is  BLM's  goal  to  complete  all 
inventories  within  five  years  and  to  update  its 
Habitat  Management  Plans  and  amend  this  RMP  if 
necessary,  to  reach  desert  tortoise  management  goals. 


The  analysis  is  found  in  Chapter  1  beginning  on  page  6 
of  the  draft  RMP/EIS  under  the  section  entitled 
Environmental  Issues. 

The  Picacho  Mountains  were  chosen  for  desert  tortoise 
management  emphasis  because  they  are  relatively 
isolated  with  limited  public  access,  have  few  multiple 
use  conflicts  and  are  known  to  support  tortoise 
populations. 


There  15  not  a  wide 


ange  of  alternatives,  particularly  ones  that 

I     \S  O  \*  n  C3  /—  4-    r*M  *-  — .    - 1 


BLM    could    be    reasonably    expected    to    implement 


18-3. 


Chapter  2  does  not  develop  objectives  and  management  prescrip- 
tions very  well  for  ACECs,  SMAs   or  CRMAs    uh=t      Prescrip 
usually  vague  and  not  measurable   Therefore   we  cannotT^  ** 
any  analysis  BLM  may  have  made  on  i^tl^'t^  desert  SJ™6 

Chapter  4  often  describes  actions  BLM  would  take,  often  seen  in 
this  section  for  the  first  time  in  the  document,  instead  of  an 
act  on"     J""^**"   *»■    -P-.ence  with  EISs  and  EIRs  is  that 
actions  ,re    to  be  presented  in  the  chapter  on  alternative^ 

SPEC  I F I C 

F'age  B,  paragraph 


rage  a,  paragraph  2.  Says  alternatives  would  dispose  of 
Threatened  or  Endangered  plant  habitat,  again  i n  plragr 


agraphs 


and 


Doesn't  BLM  have  a  policy  not  to  dispose  of  Candidate  species 

stated  that  fedVIl  h  st  i  J^n^/j^T^    M    t^Z?  to"  d^ 

pose^of  hab,tat.   We  see  an  inconsistency  hVe^nat'onal'  BLM~ 

partVof  tlT    rldll+e  and  ^>*1     status  plants  sections  show 
parts  of  the  plan  seem  to  be  contrary  to  BLM  Policies.   There  is 
little  or  no  guidance  from  management  on  Mildlifc    r       4-    ,        I 
has  management  guidance  on  how  wi 1 dl i f e  haoi tat  ^nd  tk    I"    V  BL" 
and  Endangered  and  Candidate  spec  es  are  to     ma    ™reatenE!d 
lands?  M       are  to  be  managed  on  public 

priority.   In  addition   Rl  m  h^  tortoise  as  a  management 

this  area.     addltlQn-  B>-M  has  a  rare  permanent  study  plot  in 


We  commend 
kind  of  act 

wild.  Howe 
be  a  "prese 
poptil  ation 
lands  on  th 
alternati ve 
Conservatio 
i  an  tincti 
is  roughly 
i  s  essent i  a 


BLM 
i  on 
'er , 

rve" 

D-f       t 

e    pe 

fTlLlS 

n    tai 
on     o 
i  n  v 
lly 


on  a  Special  Management  Area  for  tortoises    This 
is  needed  to  ensure  the  future  of  tortoise  in  the 
wn?  h1C3C^  "ountains  ™  i«  much  too  small  to 
which  would  be  effective  in  maintaining  a  lasting 
ortoises.   Additionally,  most  of  the  habitat  71   an 
■riphery  of  the  BLM  land.   Consideration  of  this 
t  not  have  been  made  by  persons  with  knowledge  of 
-logy,  or  "island  bi  ogeography .  ■■   The  probability 
>f  a  population  of  tortoises  (or  other  organisms) 
■rsely  proportional  to  the  si::e  of  the  islana    BLM 
proposing  to  create  an  "island"  preserve.   BLM 


18-4. 


18-5. 


18-6. 


18-7. 


We  believe  the  alternatives  analyzed  are  sufficient  to 
resolve  the  identified  issues.   Other  alternatives 
considered  and  the  reasons  for  their  not  being 
analyzed  are  listed  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS  beginning  on 
page  41. 


The  BLM  has  a  policy  to  manage  candidate  species  to 
avoid  the  need  for  federal  listing.   Under  the 

p^/FTrVlternatiVe  and  Alternative  C  of  the  draft 
RMP/EIS   it  was  assumed  that  disposal  would  be  offset 
by  acquisition.   Within  the  range  of  the  desert 
tortoise  a  decision  to  dispose  of  candidate  species 
is  completer6  ^  '*"  **   envl~tal  assessment 

^andidaJirVnd  Wi^llfe  SerViCe  defi*ition  "ates: 
Candidate  Category  2  contains  those  species  for  which 

and  WUdMfeT11?  f^"  bUt  f°r  Whlch  the  ^2 
and  Wildlife  Service  does  not  have  sufficient 

information  on  hand  to  support  their  being  listed  as 

threatened  or  endangered  at  this  time." 

Refer  also  to  the  General  Response  to  Comments. 

As  stated  on  page  20  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS   the 
identification  of  land  for  disposal  is  not 

wou,nable,;<  AU  BL"  ParCelS  in  an  exchan6e  Proposal 
would  be  subject  to  a  site-specific  environmental 
assessment  which  would  identify  and  analyze  impacts  to 
desert  tortoises  and  other  values. 

Refer  also  to  the  General  Response  to  Comments. 


BLM  specialists  did  not  identify  the  Silver  Bell 

desert  tS  aY  Prl0rifcy  area  f«  special  management 
?^f  \ tortoises.   However,  if  future  monitoring 
indicates  the  need,  a  special  management  area  for 
desert  tortoises  in  the  Silver  Bell  Area  could  be 
designated  through  a  plan  amendment. 

Several  commenters  have  made  the  point  that  the 

™Cat^Mrfal?  Deae"  T°rt°ise  Management  Area 
identified  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS  contains  too  little 
land  mass  and/or  does  not  include  the  lower 

TrT^Tf   baJadaS  Where  tortolse  Populations  are 
more  likely  to  be  found. 

Consequently,  the  proposed  RMP  has  identified  7  980 
state-owned  acres  to  be  acquired  by  exchange.   Upon 
completion  of  the  exchange,  these  acres  will  become 
part  of  the  Picacho  Mountain  Desert  Tortoise 
Management  Area  (area  shown  on  map  2-22  in  this 
document). 
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18-7 


18-8 


00 


should  realize  that  the  main  portion  of  the  Picacho  Mountains 
"island"  is  not  on  BLM  land,  and  that  regardless,  AS  MUCH  LAND  AS 
POSSIBLE  should  be  included  in  this  area  for  a  viable  tortoise 
population.   Perusal  of  maps  and  data  we  have  acquired  shows  that 
at  least  24  to  30  additional  sections  of  habitat  should  be  in- 
cluded in  the  Special  Management  Area. 

BLM's  idea  of  managing  the  Picachos  for  the  desert  tortoise  has 
great  merit,  but  is  doomed  to  failure  unless  the  biological  needs 
of  this  species  Are    taken  into  account. 

Management  prescriptions  or  actions  Are    vague,  especially  for 
wildlife  and  Threatened  and  Endangered  plants.   Without 
prescriptions,  we  can  not  see  how  BLM  can  analyze  impacts  of  es- 
tablishing and  implementing  management  on  these  areas. 

Fage  31.  Again,  there  are  no  prescriptions  for  CRMAs .   The  pos- 
sible range  of  recreation  allowed  could  greatly  change  the  im- 
pacts to  wildlife  in  these  areas.   Tortollta  Mountains  have 
tortoises,  possibly  in  high  numbers.   There  could  be  highly  nega- 
tive impacts  if  recreation  areas  in  wrong  spots.   The  Sawtooths, 
too,  may  have  an  "important"  population  of  tortoises,  and  Hell's 
Canyon  area  definitely  harbors  tortoises,  along  with  other  sensi- 
tive species,  such  as  Gilbert's  slinl,  yet  impacts  of  recreation 
are  not  addressed. 


18-8.    The  RMP  defines  goals  for  resolving  conflicts  related 
to  the  identified  issues.   Particular  emphasis  is 
placed  on  management  of  special  management  areas  and 
ACECs.   The  detailed  prescriptions  describing  how  the 
management  goals  will  be  met  are  called  activity 
plans.  Activity  plans  are  developed  as  part  of  the 
approved  RMP's  implementation. 


18-9.     Impacts  of  implementing  the  management  prescriptions 
are  monitored  throughout  the  life  of  the  RMP  and 
changes  can  be  made  if  management  objectives  for 
desert  tortoises  are  not  being  met. 


18-10.   The  omission  was  an  oversight.   The  Tortolita 

Mountains  should  be  indicated  on  map  3-4a  in  the  draf* 
RMP/EIS  as  an  important  desert  tortoise  area. 
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I  Fage  117.  Tortolita  tortoise  habitat  is  not  on  Map  3-4a.   Peren- 
nial forbs  and  grasses  Are    every  bit  as  important  as  annuals, 
especially  aval  lability  in  summer-fall  be -fore  hi  bernat  1  on  . 


18-H 


18-12 


18-13 


18-14 


Page  126.  Also  pages  142  and  159.   Effects  on  rangeland 
management .   This  is  an  inacc urate  heading.    It  has  nothing  to  do 
with  management  of  range  resources  (read  soil  and  grass),  just 
1 i  vestock  management ,  ranch  economi  cs  ,  and  animal/ranch 
performance.   Please  change  the  title  to  what  it  really  is. 

Page  137.   We  take  issue  that  downward  trend  is  expected  on  10'/. 
of  habitat.   How  did  BLM  derive  this  analysis7   We  believe 
downward  trend  will  probably  be  higher,  especially  at  20  years, 
the  document's  "long  term,"  after  the  population  of  Arizona  has 
doubl ed  and  DHVs ,  poachers,  sightseers,  land  developers,  and  the 
like,  has  at  1  east  doubl ed  also. 

What  were  the  analyses  for  deter mining  what  disposal  lands  woul d 
be  devel oped  in  the  1 ong  term?   For  example,  most  lands  near  110 
and  the  CAP  woul d  likely  be  devel oped,  with  downward  tortoi se 
trends.   This  would  be  detri  mental  to  the  F'icacho  Mount  ai  ns  and 
Silverbell  areas,  yet  this  does  not  seem  to  be  anal yz  ed . 


Page  147.  Desert  tortoise. 
Area  has  important  habitat, 
for  the  tortoise  here,  also. 


The  document  says  the  Silverbell 
There  shoul d  be  a  management  goal 


18-11. 


18-12. 


18-13. 


18-14. 


Referring  to  pages  7,  16  and  102  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS 
under  "Effects  on  Rangeland  Management"  should  help 
explain  this  heading.   Indirectly,  livestock 
management,  ranch  economics  and  animal  performance  are 
all  important  factors  in  rangeland  management. 


Downward  trend  is  determined  by  the  interdisciplinary 
planning  team  from  their  analysis  of  the  percentage  of 
habitat  expected  to  be  disrupted  by  development  during 
the  life  of  the  plan. 


The  estimates  of  future  development  on  disposal  land 
were  based  on  growth  trends  as  we  see  them  now  through 
the  estimated  life  of  the  RMP  (15  to  20  years). 


Refer  to  response  18-6. 


18-15 


The  Picacho  SMA  does  not  say  anything  about  restriction  o-f  roads, 
and  -forbidding  roads  to  communications  sites,  but  chapter  4  does. 
There  are  hidden  actions  in  this  document  that  we  can  not  tell 
will  happen.   BLM  must  have  a  prescription  that  says  no  roads  in 
the  Picacho  Mts.   Is  the  desert  tortoise  habitat  to  be  acquired 
blocked  up  or  scattered^   Is  habitat  disposed  of  blocked  or 
scattered^   This  makes  a  big  difference  with  impact  assessment. 
Security  of  populations  in  the  long  term  is  only  made  with 
blocked  habitat.   The  net  effect  to  the  tortoise, 
accurately  stated  in  this  analysis. 


we  feel ,  is  in- 


18-16 


18-17 


Page  155.   Desert  tortoise  impacts  could  greatly  increase  with 
ad.acent  state  land  development  and  impacts  due  to  habitat  loss 
by  visitor  facilities,  illegal  collection,  harrassment. 
vandalism,  and  forage  loss.   The  population  would  not  remain  vi- 
able through  long  term,  when  the  cumulative  impacts  are    analyzed. 
Alternative  B    would  not  likely  result  in  a  viable  population 
either,  but  Alternative  C  represents  an  accellerated  disaster  for 
the  tortoise  in  the  Picacho  Mts. 

Page  196.   Desert  tortoise  monitoring.   What  is  a  significant 
change,  and  who  decides  when  this  change  Cover  what  threshold) 
has  occurred"   The  threshold  should  be  quantified  in  the  RMF,  as 
we  have  seen  in  others. 

We  understand  that  BLM  may  picl  and  choose  between  alternatives, 
and  that  Alternative  C  was  not  a  "real"  alternative,  in  the  sense 
that  it  would  constitute  a  viable  management  package  on  its  own. 
We ,  the  Desert  Tortoise  Council,  therefore  urge  BLM  to  implement 
Alternative  C  for  Communication  sites,  Larry  Creel,  Tanner  Wash, 
Waterman  Mountain,  Silverbell  RCA,  Perry  Mesa  ACEC,  and  the  White 
Can/on  ACEC.   Without  implementation  of  these  features  into  this 
RMF',  measures  for  sensitive  species  such  as  the  desert  tortoise 
in  many  cases  would  be  insufficient  ^nd  much  less  effective  for 
resource  management  into  the  future.   Larger  boundaries  provided 
by  alternative  C  for  biologically  important  areas  are    needed  to 
create  manageable  units  and  to  manage  the  upland  watersheds, 
without  which,  the  ecosystems  can't  be  relied  on  to  be 
maintained.   Viable  populations  can  only  be  maintained  on  large 
blocls  of  habitat.   Cumulative  impacts  must  be  minimized  to  the 
utmost,  and  this  can  be  improved  by  larger  boundaries.   Alterna- 
tive C  for  Lai e  Pleasant  Burros  would  result  in  192. 000  fewer 
pounds  of  vegetation  being  used  yearly,  fewer  heavily  impacted 
areas  near  Lake  Pleasant  and  springs  and  wash  bottoms,  and  less 
vegetation  removal  in  desert  tortoise  habitat. 

The  alternative  C  management  for  the  Silverbell  RCA  should  recog- 
nize the  "important"  habitat  for  the  desert  tortoise  and  be 
modified  to  show  management  emphasis  for  the  desert  tortoise, 
which,  as  we  stated  earlier,  should  be  complimentary  to  the 

desert  bighorn  sheep. 


As  regards  the  rest  of  this  planning  effort,  we  recommend  l m- 


18-15.   Vehicular  access  restrictions  for  the  Picacho 

Mountains  Desert  Tortoise  Management  Area  are  stated 
in  Table  2-4  on  page  28  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS. 


18-16.    Refer  to  response  18-7. 


18-17.   Desert  tortoise  densities  would  be  monitored  using  the 
guidelines  shown  in  Table  2-8  of  this  document.   BLM 
specialists  would  determine  when  significant  change 
has  occurred. 


33 


m 
2 

O 
O 


m 

—I 

m 

> 


m 

GO 
TJ 

o 
z 

GO 

m 
oo 


o 

o 

z 

c 


c- 
o 


18 

plementing  Alternative  B.  with  modifications  desperately  needed 
for  the  Picacho  Mountains  Special  Management  Area. 

The  Desert  Tortoise  Council  stands  ready  to  assist  with  develop- 
ment of  Special  Management  Areas  and  management  prescriptions  for 
them.   The  Council  also  holds  in  its  membership  experts  on  desert 
tortoise  biology,  ecology,  conservation  area  design,  sue   and 
management.   We  would  be  pleased  to  assist  you  with  any  desert 
tortoise  conservation  efforts. 

We  urge  you  to  build  on  what  you  appear  to  have  in  m,  nd  as  =rt,„E 
beneficial  management  for  the  desert  tortoise,  but  to  tare  these 
bold  steps  with  a  clear  knowledge  of  the  resource's  biology  and  a 
clear  charge  of  establishing  areas  large  enough  to  maintain  vi- 
able populations  of  desert  tortoises  and  other  wildlife  through 
the  very  long  term. 
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Sincerely, 


James  A.  St.  Amant 
Senior  Co-Chairman 


cc:        J.     David  Almand,  BLM  Washington  Office 


El  Paso 

Natural  Eiai  Company. 


April   15,    1988 


Mr.    Arthur  E.    Tower,    Area  Manager 
Phoenix   Resource  Area 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
2015  West   Deer  VaJley  Road 
Phoenix,   Arizona     85027 


Reference: 


19-1 


Draft   Phoenix   Resource  Management  Plan 
and  Environmental   Impact  Statement 


Dear  Mr.    Tower: 

El  Paso  Natural  Gas  Company  (El  Paso)  operates  one  of  the  country's 
largest  natural  gas  transportation  systems,  located  in  the  southwestern 
United  States.  Since  a  number  of  El  Paso's  pipelines  and  compressor 
stations  are  within  the  Phoenix  Resource  Area,  we  have  a  vital  interest 
in  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management's  (BLM's)  land  and  resource  manage- 
ment planning  for  the  area. 

We  are  particularly  interested  in  BLM's  proposal  to  establish  a  Tanner 
Wash  Resource  Conservation  Area  (RCA).  Three  of  the  seven  proposed 
RCAs  identified  in  the  Draft  Phoenix  Resource  Management  Plan  and 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (RMP/EIS)  would  have  El  Paso  pipelines 
within  them.  The  pipelines  in  the  Silver  Bell  and  Black  Canyon  RCAs 
would  be  in  designated  utility  corridors;  the  pipeline  in  the  Tanner 
Wash   RCA   would  not  be. 

El  Paso's  4-1/2"  O.D.  Holbrook  Line  crosses  the  northeast  portion  of 
the  proposed  Tanner  Wash  RCA,  all  of  which  is  also  proposed  as  an 
area  of  critical  environmental  concern  (ACEC)  for  protection  of  the 
endangered  Peebles  Navajo  cactus.  The  lands  that  El  Paso's  line 
crosses  are  currently  owned  by  the  State  of  Arizona  (Sees.  20  and  28, 
T-18-N,  R-20-E)  and  private  parties  (Sees.  19  and  27,  T-18-N, 
R-20-E).  BLM  proposes  to  acquire  these  lands  in  exchange  for  public 
lands  elsewhere. 

El  Paso  wishes  to  cooperate  in  efforts  to  protect  Peebles  Navajo  cactus 
and  would  support  establishment  of  the  Tanner  Wash  RCA/ACEC, 
provided  continued  operation  and  maintenance  of  our  pipeline  is  not 
restricted  unnecessarily.  We  request  that  the  proposed  Resource 
Management  Plan  and  Final  EIS  specifically  recognize  the  need  for 
continued  operation  and  maintenance  of  El  Paso's  4-1/2"  Holbrook  Line 
in  the  Tanner  Wash  RCA/ACEC. 


19- 


Mr.    Arthur  E.    Tower,    Area  Manager 
April   15,    1988 
Page   2 


Also,  it  is  possible  a  second  pipeline  to  Holbrook  could  be  needed  in 
the  future,  depending  on  the  amount  of  growth  in  the  area.  Should 
such  a  pipeline  ever  be  needed,  El  Paso  would  prefer  to  build  it 
parallel  to  the  existing  pipeline.  We  request  that,  in  the  Resource 
Management  Plan,  BLM  retain  the  option  to  authorize  a  parallel  pipeline 
adjacent  to  the  existing  Holbrook  Line,  provided  construction  of  such  a 
pipeline   would   not   harm   Peebles   Navajo  cactus. 

Finally,  the  impact  of  ACEC  designation  on  operation  of  El  Paso's  pipe- 
line will  not  be  fully  known  until  the  site-specific  management  plan  for 
the  ACEC  is  developed.  When  preparation  of  that  plan  begins,  El  Paso 
requests  the  opportunity  to  participate.  El  Paso  is  committed  to 
operating  and  maintaining  its  pipeline  in  a  manner  that  protects  Peebles 
Navajo  cactus. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Draft  Phoenix 
RMP/EIS. 

Yours  truly, 


"v  Ma/h  J~^fa/Uiu 


John  A.  Sproul,  Jr. 

Senior  Environmental  Scientist 

Environmental  &  Safety  Affairs  Department 


19-1.    Existing  rights-of-way  would  be  honored  on  acquired 

land.   A  second  pipeline  paralleling  the  existing  one 
should  not  negatively  impact  populations  of  Peebles 
Navajo  cacti  in  the  area. 

The  BLM's  Phoenix  District  would  welcome  the 
cooperation  of  El  Paso  Natural  Gas  Company  in 
developing  a  plan  for  maintaining  its  pipeline  in  a 
manner  consistent  with  the  conservation  of  Peebles 
Navajo  cactus. 
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Arthur  E.   Tower 

Phoenix  Resource  Area  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
2015  West  Deer  Valley  Road 
Phoenix,  AZ  B5027 

Dear  Mr .  T  ower 


11 
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traikng  land; 
Some  ot  the 
ort  tot-  ir?: 


ppleti 


I  commend  you  on  your  efforts  to  bloc*  up  BLM  lands 
without  special  values  to  the  public  tor  those  that 
items  that  you  propose  that  I  want  to  emphasise  my 

1  -  ACEC  designation  in  Ai  Lernat  i  v-e  B  ~  farrier   Wash,  Lar 

White  Canyon,  Waterman  Mount a ins,  Baboquivari  F'ea:, 
Whittel  Research  Ranch. 

2  -     Designation  of  Coyote  Mountains  and  Hells  Canyon  as  KMA ' 3  a- 

Alternative  C  recommends  if  they  are  rot  designated  wj  1  derm 

3  -  Obtain  legal  access  to  Coyote  and  Babuqui  var  1  Mauntanvi,   -,n. 

Newman  Real  , 

Close    Silver     Be  I  1  .'Range. J     Top     area     Co    oil     and    ya*    e:  piorat.ua 

Definitely    restrict    ORV    use    to    roads    and    trails     ijapar.    sslupi 

to    us    but    restricts     them     in     their     .  mi",     country 

offshore    islands. 

Definitely    acquire   ,»merai    lights    an     i  and    you    i.eei 

Land    to    Petrified    Fores?!     N.r.     is    good. 

Tortolita    Mountains     land     to    Pima    County     fell      parks 

Rejection    of     the     L9B.6    Western    Utility    croup    Study 

dec  i  s  i  >3n  . 

The    RCA "  s    recommended    in    Alternative    h     ire   oust.     Micidl 

Archaeological      Zone    shou]  d    be    an    I'CA.. 

The    Picachu    Mountain's    shouts'    be    an    FMA     for     , 


21-1. 


A 


L  wc 


i  s     th 


Id. 


protection,     not     a    CRMA 
adjacent     state    and    privaf 
range    including     the    baiec 


t  or  t  co  sc 
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Vf 


c  on  si  der 


ar.u     CO     include     the    fout|.i    1C 


go 


ir  ij. 


In     addition     to     the    above     items.      I 
to     include     the     following: 

1  -     Ragged     Top    should    be    expanded     to     llj,0« 

area.     Ai     a    minimum    .an    rii  [[.     It    is    -^n    < 
Sonor an    Desert     area. 

2  -     White    Canyon    WSA    shouic:    be    ci-  s-i  yii  _..'  oci 

arij  ui  in  ng    Icrto    ,».F.     l..n]    &r,._,    the    fire 
have    sper  rat     mar.agein.ant      including     U 10 

Z    -    el  im-,1  nat  e    burros    off     publ:.      land  .«? 

and    cats    with     special     pi  otec t  1 01  ,     -,nc.    1 
are     damaging     our      native    Species. 

4     -    v'ou     frequently    mention    .iut.gai.on     .  r.     • 
Lerni       If    something    must    be   11  1  i.  1  ■;-■*'..*,_ 
and    cnfoi  ,.c     it.     Don't    use     it     1  j.    c     ,•_ 
get     a.  •  ourrd     valid     r  ■-■■gc  1  r  fe  men  t  s     that     -u  .. 


::ep  I  1  01-1-.I 


a    Wi  Idesrne  is    -.\  -...    w.  v  h 
ripar  1  an     J  ore    slice!  1 
0.  c  1  us  1  01 1    o  i      1  1  ■.-._-  3  .  uc  1. 
Jo,       i      soppier   i      .  er.  1     do 
e      ..ho aid!  1     L     bin   ;    1    j     •.•■;._, 

O'C      tiO'   ".icnl  .      a     -  e;   '      ^.1 
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The  Ragged  Top  Wilderness  Study  Area  (WSA)  cannot  be 
expanded  and  recommended  for  wilderness.   Land  west 
and  south  of  the  WSA  includes  private  and  state  land 
not  under  wilderness  study.   Public  land  in  these 
areas  was  considered  for  wilderness  study  status  in 
1979  and  1980,  but  was  dropped  from  further 
consideration.   This  public  land  was  found  to  be 
unnatural:   powerlines,  roads,  jeep  trails  and 
evidence  of  mining  were  considered  to  be  substantially 
noticeable.   Moreover,  public  land  south  of  Ragged  Top 
lacked  wilderness  character,  particularly  solitude 
opportunities. 


The  White  Canyon  WSA  is  known  to 
mineral  resources  and  was  not  rec 
wilderness  by  the  BLM.   BLM  studi 
potential  development  of  a  copper 
in  the  future  on  mining  claims  pr 
near  the  southeastern  part  of  the 
outstanding  scenic,  wildlife  and 
be  protected  as  part  of  an  ACEC  w 
or  limited  to  existing  roads  and 
use  authorizations. 


Refer  to  response  34-30. 
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WSA.  White  Canyon's 
cultural  values  would 
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trails  and  no  land 
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Lows,    Bud    Bless    them    anywhere    but     m    the    arid    west.     VMu 
that    Nt  l-'A    requires    you    to    rest 
mairitsin    and    improve   I  latitat. 


I  nowl  edge 
ire    ami     improve    rangeland,    and    to 
i'ou    .it  I  now  Ledge    that    rira.li    values 
igher    where    they    have    be.' .  ow   market    value   granng    ,„=|,    ,  „-, 
ledge    [hat 


Pu>'"-      '=""•      '■-"-'    ^"'«im^     mat    yrd;,,,g     is    negatively     impactin 
'"''J'itt'    Values    numerous:    places.     What    a 


r  on    acki 
res   nuifiei 
NEFA    requires?    Pg .      J; 
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r<re     you    doing     to 
-ays     you    may     "eventu 
duc.e    grazing    on     Lands    on    a    downward    trend1     Why    eventually? 
requires     ,ou     to    do     it    NOW.     Grazing    should    bo    eliminated 
ills    o„    all     POOR    and    DOWNWARD    trend    allcttments.     Reduce 
on     ill    i-Ali.    allotments.     i:nt    all    BOOD    allottments    on    a 
get     to    EXCELLENT.     Wo    dorrt     subsidize    ott.e 
that     manage    poorly,    uny    should    we    su[ 
managed    poorly    and    that    are   wr  ec: I ■•  rig 
process":    Exclude    hveslocl     trim   alt 
is    let-;,    is    far     too   nts. t,-.   ,,,.->^:  ... 
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the    above    ir  put  .     I    realise 
!  aJ     inter  est  s.     but    doi-  '  t    ,Di 
i    i  !nd    :or     the   fimancn    pub 
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Grazing  management  for  the  Phoenix  Resource  Area  has 
been  addressed  in  the  Range  Program  Summary  -  Record 
of  Decision  for  the  Eastern  Arizona  Grazing  FEIS.  The 
proposed  RMP  for  the  Phoenix  Resource  Area  states 
prescriptions  which  would  affect  grazing  management  in 
several  SMAs  and  the  Larry  Canyon  AGEC.   Grazing  use 
and  rangeland  condition  would  be  monitored  throughout 
the  Resource  Area.   This  information  would  provide 
data  needed  to  make  decisions  concerning  livestock 
adjustments. 
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The  Arizona  Nature  Conservancy 


QOnSerVanCy     I     3Q0  Eas|  Universjty  Boulevard.  Suite  230.  Tucson.  Arizona  85705 

[ J  (602)622-3861 

April  18,  1988 


Mr.   Arthur  E.  Tower 
Phoenix  Resource  Area  Manager 
2015  W.  Deer  Valley  Road 
Phoenix,  AZ  85027 


Dear  Mr.  Tower: 


22-1 


In  response  to  your  Draft  Phoenix  Reaource  Management  Plan 
and  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  The  Arizona  Nature 
Conservancy  submits  the  following  comments.   In  accord  with 
the  major  emphasis  of  our  organization,  our  comments  are 
directed  towards  proposed  management  actions  related  to 
sensitive  plants  and  animals  and  significant  natural  areas. 

SENSITIVE  PLANT  AND  ANIMAL  SPECIES 

1.  We  strongly  support  the  proposed  southern  boundary  area 
for  the  White  Canyon  RCA.   Acuna  Valley  cactus, 
(Echinomastus  erectrocentra  var  acunensls) ,  a  Category  1 
plant  known  from  only  three  populations,  occurs  along  the 
edges  of  Box'O  Wash  within  the  proposed  RCA  boundary  area. 
We  strongly  support  Alternative  B  boundary  area  for  this  RCA 
as  it  contains  more  potential  habitat  for  the  plant. 

2.  We  strongly  support  your  proposal  to  retain  640  acres  of 
AstraqaluB  xlpholdes  habitat  adjacent  ot  Petrified  National 

Monument . 

3.  Your  proposed  action  appears  to  have  the  potential  to 
impact  several  listed  species.   We  request  that  a  formal 
Section  7  consultation  be  initiated  with  the  USFWS .   The 

■2-2  DEIs  is  not  adequate  as  a  biological  assessment  of  how  the 
BLM  decided  that  particular  T&E  species  and/or  their 
habitats  would  not  be  significantly  impacted. 

4.  We  request  that  all  tracts  which  contain  perennial 
sections  of  Btream  that  support  Little  Colorado  River 
spinedace  be  retained  in  public  ownership.   The  public  land 

22-3  along  Silver  Creek  is  the  only  land  below  the  town  of  Silver 
Creek  in  federal  ownership.   Disposal  of  these  tracts  would 
seriously  undermine  any  future  recovery  measures  that  can  be 
undertaken  while  the  land  is  in  public  ownership  (e.g. 


22-1.    The  boundaries  of  the  White  Canyon  RCA  have  been 

revised  in  this  proposed  RMP  to  exclude  the  area  of 
Box-0  Wash  where  the  Acuna  Valley  pineapple  cactus  is 
known  to  occur  (see  White  Canyon  RCA  map  2-7  in  this 
document).   The  State  Land  Department  has  identified 
the  state  land  in  the  area  for  retention  to  benefit 
the  State  School  Trust.   Since  the  state  land  is  not 
available  for  exchange,  there  is  no  opportunity  for 
the  BLM  to  acquire  Acuna  Valley  pineapple  cactus 
habitat. 


22-2.     The  BLM's  Phoenix  District  is  aware  of  its 

responsibilities  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act. 
Appropriate  consultation  is  initiated  with  the  U.S. 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  on  any  pending  actions  which 
may  affect  federally  listed  species  or  which  are 
likely  to  jeopardize  a  species  proposed  for  listing. 

Refer  also  to  the  General  Response  to  Comments  on 
Section  7  consultation. 


22-3.    Any  future  recovery  efforts  to  benefit  Little  Colorado 
River  spinedace  in  Silver  Creek  would  require  the 
cooperation  of  non-public  landowners  along  92  percent 
of  the  creek.   The  BLM's  Phoenix  District  initiated 
consultation  with  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
in  June  1988  to  study  the  question.   Pending  the 
outcome  of  the  consultation,  the  Silver  Creek  parcels 
will  remain  in  public  ownership. 

Formal  listing  of  the  Little  Colorado  River  spinedace 
occurred  as  the  draft  RMP/EIS  was  being  printed.   The 
current  threatened  status  of  the  species  is  noted  in 
this  document. 
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22-5 


22-6 
22-7 


instream  flow  protection)  and  could  necessitate  future 
expendituraa  of  public  dollars.  Pita"  note  that  thla 
species  is  now  listed  threatened. 

AREAS  OF  CRITICAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONCERN 

1 .  We  commend  your  proposed  action  which  sacks  to  designate 
seven  sites  as  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern.   As 
you  are  undoubtedly  aware  this  is  the  first  draft  RHP  which 
proposes  to  designate  ACECs  in  Arizona.   Bravo! 

2.  Implement  Alternative  C  for  the  Perry  Canyon  ACEC  within 
the  final  preferred  action  and  expand  this  ACEC  boundary 
area  to  include  portions  of  Silver  Creek  as  depicted  on  the 
enclosed  map.   This  short  section  of  perennial  water 
provides  habitat  for  Gila  intermedia,  a  federal  Category  2 
fish  known  from  fewer  than  20  sites  in  the  state  and  an 
exemplary  riparian  habitat  which  includes  cienega,  a 
globally  threatened  plant  community,  bordered  by  deciduous 
broadleaf  riparian  forest. 

3.  A  more  informative  presentation  is  necessary  for  the 
public  to  understand  why  certain  areas  were  not  evaluated 
for  ACEC  designation  as  stated  on  page  42.   Although  we 
nominated  two  sites  for  consideration,  we  were  never 
formally  informed  as  to  the  reasons  why  the  Tule  Creek  site 
was  rejected.   We  recommend  thst  s  more  in-depth  analysis  be 
presented  ss  to  why  areas  were  rejected.   This  will  provide 
the   public  with  an  opportunity  to  further  document  the 
Importance  or  relevance  of  each  site. 

4.  We  strongly  support  the  proposed  Tanner  Wash,  Waterman 
Mountain  and  Appleton-Whi ttel  ACECs.   We  slso  strongly 
support  the  Larry  Canyon  ACEC  with  the  above  noted 

recommendation . 

RESOURCE  CONSERVATION,  SPECIAL  and  COOPERATIVE 
RECREATION  MANAGEMENT  AREAS 

1.  It  is  not  clear  how  the  SMAs  in  Tsble  2-4  relate  to  the 
Maps  on  pages  67  -  81.   Please  clarify. 

2.  Include  protection  of  ecological  values  of  Tule  Creek  in 
the  management  goals  of  the  Williams  Mesa  MRMA . 

3.  Your  inclusion  of  such  a  voluminous  list  of  SMAs 


■  suggests  that  you  are  moving  towards  e  National  Forest  LMP 


22-4.    The  proposed  RMP  has  adopted  the  draft  RMP/EIS 

preferred  alternative  ACEC  boundaries  within  the  Black 
Canyon  RCA.   Upon  acquisition,  the  Silver  Creek  area 
of  Perry  Mesa  would  be  managed  following  BLM  riparian 
management  guidelines. 


22-5.    The  two  formal  ACEC  nominations  submitted  by  the 

Nature  Conservancy  (i.e.,  Nichol  Turk's  head  cactus 
habitat  and  Tule  Creek)  were  the  only  ones  received 
from  the  public.  The  Nichol  Turk's  head  cactus 
nomination  has  been  incorporated  into  the  proposed 
Waterman  Mountains  ACEC.  The  Tule  Creek  nomination 
was  evaluated  by  the  interdisciplinary  team  and  found 
to  be  lacking  in  qualities  associated  with  ACEC 
designation.   The  presence  of  an  introduced  population 
of  the  endangered  Gila  topminnow  gives  the  area 
relevance,  but  the  removal  of  the  population  by 
flooding  has  occurred  in  the  past,  thus  seriously 
limiting  the  importance  of  the  area  for  topminnow. 
The  presence  of  a  small  cienega  is  interesting,  but 
not  unique,  and  cannot  be  considered  a  remnant  of 
riverine  cienegas  which  have  largely  disappeared 
because  of  channeling  and  dewatering. 


22-6.    The  deficiency  has  been  corrected  in  this  proposed 
RMP/FEIS  document. 


22-7.    As  part  of  the  Williams  Mesa  Special  Management  Area, 
consideration  of  Tule  Creek  would  be  included  in  the 
activity  plan  developed  for  the  area. 


22-8.    The  BLM's  Phoenix  District  expects  to  reach  the 
management  goals  proposed.   Dividing  the  entire 
resource  area  into  management  units  has  been  tried  in 
the  past  and  found  to  be  inferior  to  the  Resource 
Management  Plan. 


O 

o 
o 
o 

JO 

a 


*f 


approach  which  divides  the  Forest  into  various  management 
units.   If  this  ia  the  case  why  not  be  more  complete  and 
include  all  the  lands  that  are  managed  by  the  Resource  Area? 
22-8  While  I  find  your  intentions  to  develop  activity  plana  for 
each  SUA  commendable,  realistically  we  question  the  ability 
of  the  BLH,  given  various  time  and  resource  constraints,  to 
actually  develop  these  plans. 


22-9 
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22-12 


4.  We  are  concerned  about  the  proposed  CRMAe.   While  In 
certain  narrowly  prescribed  instance*  joint  Management  of 
public  lands  is  beneficial,  the  large  scale  approach 
proposed  here  seems  dangerously  excessive.   A  cynical 
perspective  would  be  that  CRMAs  are  a  creative  variation  on 
the  public  lands  disposal  program  proposed  in  the  early 
1980s  (i.e.  the  "Sagebrush  rebellion"). 

On  page  31  the  document  states  that  these  areas  have  been 
identified  for  "intensive  recreation  uses"  and  that  each 
area  would  be  jointly  managed  based  upon  a  cooperative 
management  agreement  between  the  BLM  and  county  or  state 
parks  agency.   We  question  the  appropriateness  of  targeting 
areas  for  Intensive  recreation  uses  without  a  careful 
evaluation  of  the  impacts  of  such  uses.   We  also  are 
concerned  about  the  level  of  public  Input  that  we  can 
anticipate  when  such  cooperative  managment  agreements  are 
developed . 

With  in  mind,  we  request  thst  Alternative  C  for  the  Silver 
Bell  RCA  and  that  the  Sawtooth  Mountains  be  dropped  from 
further  consideration  as  a  CRMA.   We  would  not  be  opposed  to 
a  modification  of  Alternative  C  to  use  the  Alternative  B 
boundary  area  on  the  east  boundary  of  the  RCA. 

5.  The  proposed  Picacho  Mountain  Desert  Tortoise  Management 
Area,  while  commendable  ia  inadequate  given  the  habitat 
currently  included  in  the  proposed  boundary  area.   We 
recommend  that  the  BLM  develop  boundaries  that  include  more 
optimal  tortoise  habitat  and  identify  those  areas  for 
acquisition.   We  suggest  the  southern  and  eastern  boundaries 
be  expanded  to  include  more  of  the  mountain  bajada. 

6.  We  recommend  that  the  boundary  area  for  the  Black  Canyon 
RCA  be  expanded  to  include  E  1/2  S  6  T12N  R3E  and  SW  1/4  S 
31  T13N  R3E.   This  would  ensure  that  the  entire  perennial 
stretch  of  Ash  Creek  is  protected  in  federal  ownership. 
27.5  miles  of  riparian  habitat  currently  in  public  ownership 
are  slated  for  disposal  under  your  preferred  action  and  we 
urge  you  to  agressively  offset  these  losses  by  identifying 


22-9.    We  do  not  agree  that  creation  of  Cooperative 

Recreation  Management  Areas  (CRMAs)  results  in  public 
land  disposal.  The  public  retains  ownership  of  the 
CRMA  and  management  of  these  areas  would  be  consistent 
with  federal  environmental  protection  laws  and 
regulations. 


22-10.   The  request  has  been  noted.   Considering  the  needs  o: 
local  communities  for  open-space  and  developed 
recreation  areas,  however,  the  BLM  has  incorporated 
the  draft  RMP/EIS  preferred  alternative  proposals  for 
CRMAs  into  the  proposed  RMP. 


22-11.    See  comment  18-7. 

22-12.   The  potential  loss  of  riparian  habitat  under  the 
preferred  alternative  is  more  than  offset  by  the 
proposed  acquisition  of  53  miles  of  riparian  habitat 
representing  a  potential  36  percent  increase. 
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for  acquisition  as  many  areas  as  possible  with  high  riparian 
habitat  values. 
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We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  participate  In  thia 
planning  process  and  look  forward  to  our  continuing 
involvement . 


AC  EC  BOUNDARY 

ALTERNATIVE  S  -      ■  — 
ALTERNATIVE  C  — —  — 


PHOENIX  RMP/EIS 


US    DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  -  Phoem 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE 
REGIONAL  CIVIL  ENGINEER,  WESTERN  REGION  (AFESC) 

010  SANSOHE  STREET  -  ROOM   1318 
•AM  FRANCISCO.  CALIFORNIA  94111-2378 


ROVP  (Tye/556-0557) 

butt   phoenix  Reaource  Management  Plan  &  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS) 

Mr.  Arthur  E.  Tower 
'°   Phoenix  Resource  Area  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
2015  West  Deer  Valley  Road 
Phoenix,  Arizona  85027 

1.  We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  the  subject  DEIS  and  offer  the 
following  comments: 

a.  As  shown  on  the  attached  map,  the  three  Resource  Areas  evaluated  In 
your  DEIS  (North  Central  Portion,  South  Central  Portion,  and  Apache-Navajo 
Portion)  are  subject  to  numerous  military  overflights  in  their  vicinity  in 
the  form  of  VFR  and  IFR  training  missions.   Inasmuch  as  military 
overflights  do  have  the  potential  to  occasionally  disrupt  the  solitude  and 
naturalness  of  areas  directly  under  their  flight  paths,  we  recommend  you 
include  consideration  of  such  activities  in  your  discussion  and 
decision-making  process.   Within  that  context,  we  further  recommend  you 
consider  location,  altitude,  and  frequency  of  flights. 

b.  Areas  which  are  appropriate  for  military  overflights  and  low  altitude 
training  routes  are  becoming  increasingly  ra^re.   In  selecting  overflight 
training  routes,  the  Air  Force  must  consider  mission  requirements  and  fuel 
costs  as  well  as  environmental  constraints.   Ideally,  training  routes  are 
located  within  areas  which:  are  relatively  isolated,  have  diverse 
topography  and  minimal  commercial  activity,  maintain  sparse  human 
populations,  and  contain  lands  under  federal  jurisdiction.   It  Is  obvious 
that  these  characteristics  are  also  compatible  to  a  large  degree  with 
potential  wilderness  areas.   Therefore,  even  though  several  of  the  areas 
being  proposed  are  subject  to  air  training  activities,  the  Air  Force 
generally  supports  designation  of  wilderness  areas  provided  such 
designations,  and  subsequent  management  thereof,  do  not  restrict  use  of 
the  airspace  for  military  overflights. 

2.  We  hope  these  comments  are  useful  in  your  planning  process.  If  we  can  be 
of  assistance  in  any  manner,  please  contact  the  undersigned  or  Mr.  Michael  Tye 


23-1 


at  (415)  556-0557. 

f   J 

'PHILLIP'1  E.    LAMMI,    Chief 
Environmental    Planning   Division 


PUTT T IP* F 


1  Atch:   Training  Route  Map 
cc:   AF/LEEVN  (Fordhara) 
AFREP/FAA 


23-1.    There  is  no  specific  prohibition  of  military 

overflight  above  designated  wilderness  areas  by 
aircraft  on  essential  military  training  missions. 
Where  low  overflight  is  or  is  expected  to  become  a 
concern,  wilderness  management  plans  would  provide  for 
liaison  between  the  BLM  and  the  military  to  resolve 
any  overflight  problem. 
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BLM  PHOENIX  DISTRICT 

NATIONAL    PARKS    AND    CONSERVATION   ASSOCIATION 

APR 25  '88      Soutkttttt-S-Cat-iioKiU*   OHict 

Box    67,     Cottonwood,     Am.zona    ibllb 
{602)     65-l-STSi 


April     2  1, 
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Mr.  Arthur  l,  .  Tower 

Phoenix  Resource  Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

20  lb    W .  Deer  Valley  Road 
Pheonix,  tiZ    6  5  0  2  1 

Dear  M  r .   lower: 


.National  Parks  and  Conservation  Association,  a  nonprofit 
membership  organization,  founded  6  9  years  ago  to  promote  the 
protection,  enhancement,  and  public  understanding  of  the 
national  parr;  system  and  related  public  lands,  appreciates 
this  opportunity  to  offer  a  few  comments  on  the  December  I9<J7 
Phoenix  P.MP/  E I S  Draft. 

In  general,  we  support  and  are  pleased  with  Alternative  li 
(Preferred  Alternative)... 

•  to  consolidate  ownership  and  intensively  manage 
lands  within  seven  Resource  Conservation  Areas  (PXAs); 


*  to  t 
Petrified  Fore 


ransfer  up  to  4,000  acres  of  BLM  lands  to 
st  National  Park; 


•  to  consolidate  surface  and  sun  surface  estates  through 
acquisition  by  exchange  of  nonfederal  mineral  estate  under- 
lying federal  surface  holdings  —  to  retain  federal  subsurface 
mineral  estate  and  acquire  through  exchange  all  nonfederal 
subsurface  estate  within  RCAs,  CRMAs,  and  R6.PP  leases; 

•  to  enhance  and  protect  some  7 4  miles  of  RMP  areas' 
riparian  habitat  and  acquire  some  54  miles  of  state-owned 
riparian  habitat  within  RCAs; 

•to  route  utilities'  facilities  either  along  existing 
utility  systems  or  so  as  to  avoid  known  higli  natural  or  cultur- 
al resource  areas; 

•to  establish  six  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental 
Concern  ( A  C  V.  C  s  )  encompassing  9,971  acres;  and  expand  t  li  e  Perry 
Mesa  ACEC  upon  acquisition  of  state  lands  —  these  six  ACECs 


24-1 


•to  close  some  1 
roads/trails  to  motorized 

Regarding  the  ACECs, 


being  Baboquivari  Peak,  Waterman  Mountains,  White  Canyon 
Larry  Canyon,  Tanner  Wash,  App 1 e t on-Wh i t t eU,  and  Perry  Mesa; 
-i   to  establish  19  Special  Management  Areas;  and 

1,760  acres  and  b.5  miles  of  existing 
vehicles--wi thin  ACECs  and  SMAs. 

,  we  do  question  whether  Alt.  B  oTfers 

a  large  enough  area  to  provide  comprehensive  protective  manage- 
ment of  White  Canyon.   We  normally  view  such  areas  as  benefiting 
from  topographically/hydrologically  oriented  boundaries.   While 
Alt.  B's  boundary  encompasses  the  heart  of  White  Canyon,  it  does 
omit  some  of  the  tributary  drainages  leading  into  White  Canyon-- 
notably  in  Sections  10  and  15.   The  White  Canyon  ACEC  would,  it 
seems  to  us,  be  more  complete  as  an  ecological  unit  were  it  to 
include  not  only  those  two  sections,  but  the  northern  one-half 
of  Sec.  22,  Sec.  12,  and  the  three-quarters  of  Sec.  13  not  in- 
side the  Alt.  B  boundary.   This  would  add  about  2,720  acres  to 
Alt.  B's  2,400  acres  for  a  total  of  about  5,120  acres. 

We  support  the  Tanner  Wash  ACEC  and  hope  that  an  agreement 
can  be  reached  by  which  the  National  Park  Service  (Petrified 
Forest  National  Park)  can  be  given  protective  management  authori- 
ty over  this  critical  habitat  of  the  Peebles  Navaio  Cactus 


Navajo  Cactus 


ty  over  this  critical  habitat  of  the  Peebles  1 
(Pediocactus  peeblesianus ,  var.  pe eb  1  e s i a nu s  )  ,  a  federally 
listed  endangered  species,  and  the  Sword  Milkvetch  (Astragalus 
xlpholdes),  a  candidate  for  federal  listing.    (Incidentally, 
on  page  145  are  two  references  to  the  "U.S.Park  Service,"  which 
should  be  changed  to  "National  Park  Service.") 

We  enthusiastically  support  the  Perry  Mesa  ACEC,  and  the 
related  goal  of  exchanging  state  lands  out  of  8,480  acres  of 
this  vicinity.   We  do  not  understand,  however,  why  lands  ac- 
quired from  the  State  of  Arizona  would  be  opened  to  mineral 
leasing/sales.   It  is  our  understanding  that  at  least  some  of 
those  state  lands  also  contain  significant  archaeological   re- 
sources; that  such  lands  ought  to  be  withdrawn  from  mineral 
entry;  that  the  existing  "National  Register  Archaeological 
District"  should  be  expanded;  and  that  BLM  should  implement  a 
program  of  protective  management  of  this  entire,  expanded 
cultural  resources  district.    The  ruins  of  "a  large  complex 

f  Pueblo-like  communities"  (containing  villages  of  more  than 
200  rooms  each)  built  along  the  middle  Agua  Fria  River  (in 
Ap 


24-1. 


24-2. 


Comment  Letter  No.  24 


The  BLM's  Phoenix  District  would  prepare  a  Cultural 
Resource  Project  Plan  for  the  Perry  Mesa  ACEC  upon 
designation.   The  BLM  would  state  specific  measures 
(including  anti-vandalism  measures)  to  protect  and 
enhance  the  cultural  values  on  Perry  Mesa. 


The  proposed  RMP  in  this  document  identifies  Larry 
Canyon  and  Perry  Mesa  as  two  ACECs.  The  special 
features  of  each  area  are  so  different  that  each 
deserves  separate  recognition. 
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Regarding  the  proposed  Larry  Canyon  ACEC,  we  would 
simply  suggest  that  it  be  joined  to  nearby  Perry  Mesa  ACEC 
so  that  the  manageability  of  that  area  of  ACEC-worthy  re- 
sources may  be  simplified. 
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In  the  context  of  Alt.  C's  Perry  Mesa  ACEC  discussion, 
we  oppose  that  option  that  would  allow  construction  of  additional 
transmission  lines  so  as  to  visually  impair  the  National 
Register  Archaeological  District.   Thus,  Alt.  B  is  preferable. 

We  also  support  ORV  restrictions  within  all  ACECsto  exist- 
ing readily  definable  roads.   This  constraint  on  ORV  travel  is 
particularly  urgent  within  the  Perry  Mesa  ACEC.    In  fact,  we 
urge  that,  where  possible,  roads/trails  that  demonstrably  or 
probably  relate  to  cultural  resource  vandal  ism/ 1 oo t i ng  be  closed 
within  the  ACEC  or  on  adjacent  lands.    Careful  monitoring  is, 
of  course,  a  fundamental  part  of  enhanced  protective  management. 
We  understand  that  cooperative  overflight  surveillances  of  the 
Perry  Mesa  pueblo  ruins  are  periodically  carried  out;  we  commend 
the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  for  this  effort  and  urge  it  be 
continued,  in  concert  with  other  kinds  of  monitoring.   Are  there 
volunteers  (private  individuals  such  as  local  ranchers)  who  can 
become  part  of  a  regular  ion i t o r ing / ne two r ki ng  system?   We  urge 
that  the  RMP/E1S  document  be  expanded  to  indicate  protective 
management  of  cultural  resources  in  this  and  other  ACECs,  RCAs  , 
and  other  areas. 

We  are  really  pleased  with  the  proposed  ACEC  designation 
of  BLM  lands  within  the  National  Audubon  Society's  Applet  on  - 
Whittell  Biological  Research  Sanctuary,  and  plans  to  manage 
those  public  lands  cooperatively  with  the  Research  Ranch. 

Regarding  the  stunningly  scenic  Baboquivari  Peak  ACEC,  we 
hope  BLM  will  in  the  future  be  able  to  expand  this  area-- 
possibly  through  land  exchanges,  donations  of  property,  or 
purchases  of  lands  adjacent  to  the  ACEC  in  Altar  Valley.   The 
presently  proposed  section-line  boundary  along  the  ACEC's  east 
side  does  not  provide  a  topographically/hydrologically  or  ad- 
ministratively logical  unit.   We  hope  eventually  the  ACEC  can 
be  extended  eastward  a  mile  or  so,  bringing  in  the  ecologically 
important  upper  reaches  of  Sabino  and  Brown  canyons;  and  perhaps 
extended  southward,  as  well,  to  include  the  upper  reaches  of 
Thomas  and  Weaver  canyons.   It  would  be  further  of  great  bene- 
fit for  BLM  eventually  to  acquire  the  Altar  Valley  ranch  lands 
all  the  way  eastward  to  Highway  286,  so  that  the  magnificent 
panorama  of  Baboquivari  Peak  and  adjacent  summits  of  the  range 
can  be  permanently  protected. 

Finally,  regarding  two  of  the  proposed  Special  Management 
Areas:   (1)  we  fully  support  BLM/State  ot  Arizona's  State  Land 
Department's  efforts,  as  part  of  the  "Santa  Rita  Exchange,"  to 


,eek  an  exchange  of  some  60,000  acres  of  state  trust  lands 
jut  of  the  Black  Canyon  Resource  Conservation  Area  and  its 
two  proposed  Special  Management  Areas;  and  (2)  we  likewise 
support  a  similar  exchange  of  some  16,000  acres  of  state 
lands  out  of  the  area  around  Lake  Pleasant,  within  the  Lake 
Pleasant  Resource  Conservation  Area's  Special  Management  Areas. 
The  Black  Canyon  Corridor  and  Lake  Pleasant  area  are  both 
highly  scenic  landscapes,  containing  outstanding  geological, 
ecological,  and  cultural  resources.   The  Hieroglyphic  Mountains 
area  of  the  Lake  Pleasant  RCA  is  a  particularly  outstanding  and 
rugged  Sonoran  Desert  landscape  which,  without  special  protec- 
tive management  by  the  BLM,  would  be  almost  surely  in  the  path 
of  rapidly  expanding  Phoenix.   We  only  wisli  there  were  a  way 
to  add  more  or  even  all  of  the  beautiful  desert  lands  stretching 
farther  west  along  the  north  side  of  Route  74. ..to  the  junction 
with  Highway  60/89. 

As  for  the  Black  Canyon  RCA,  this  is  an  unusually  scenic 
and  ecologically  important  stretch  of  country  reaching  from 
the  northern  end  of  the  Sonoran  Desert,  northward  and  onto  the 
high-desert,  lava f 1 ow-capped  mesa  land  high  above  Black  Canyon. 
We  commend  BLM  for  working  with  the  State  of  Arizona  to  bring 
these  public  lands  all  under  federal  management. 

Again,  our  thanks  for  this  chance  to  offer  a  few  of  our 
commen  t  s . 


RDB/prb 

cc:  D.  Dean  Bibles 
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Ru/6sell  D.  Butcher 
Southwest-&-California  Represent  at  ive 
Box  67,  Cottonwood,  AZ  86326 
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PRESCOTT   AUDUBON     SQ 


20  April   1988 


Arthur  E-  TDHer 

Phoenix  Resource  Area  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
2015  West  Deer  Valley  Road 
Phoenix,  Arizona  85027 

Dear  Mr .   Tower : 


The  Prescott  Audubon  Conservation  Committee  is  pleased  to 
respond  to  the  DRAFT   o-f  Resources  Management  Plan  & 
Envi  r on mental   Impact  Statement.  December  1987,   issued  by  the 
Phoenix  District  Office  of  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Land 
Management . 

Position 

The  Prescott  Audubon  Society  endorses  the  concept  of 
"blocking  up"  the  ownership  of  public  lands  under  the 
management  of  one  entity,  as  set  forth  in  the  DRAFT  Plan. 

In  the  application  of  this  concept,  we  further  endorse  the 

proposed  establishment  of  the  Black  Canyon  and  the  Lake 

Pleasant  Resource  Conservation  Areas  (RCAs)  as  delineated  on 

Maps  2-8  and  2-9,   pages  52  and  53  of  the  DRAFT  Plan,  except 
that  we  urge: 

(1)  Extension  of  the  eastern  boundary  of  the  Lake  Pleasant 
RCA  to  the  east  of  1-17  to  include  the  lands  there  which 
give  special  scenic  value  to  the  portion  of   1—17  between 
New  River  and  Rock  Springs — specifically  from  the  first 
east— west  section  line  south  of  the  Table  Mountain 

Interchange  north  to  the  Maricopa  County  Line; 


25- 


25-2 


<2>  Location  of  the  southern  boundary  o-f  the  Black  Canyon 
RCA  at  the  north  side  of  Dog  Track/Squaw  Peak  Road  instead 

of  one  aile  north at  least  for  one-half,  And     preferably 

one  Mile  on  each  side  of  1—17;  and, 


25-1.    Refer  to  response  17-1. 


25-2.    The  southern  boundary  of  the  proposed  Black  Canyon  RCA 
and  the  eastern  boundary  of  the  proposed  Lake  Pleasant 
RCA  have  been  expanded  to  include  most  of  the 
described  land.   See  maps  2-8  and  2-9  in  this  document 
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(3)  Review  of  the  utility  corridors  proposed  in  the  Black 

route  for  any  additional   line(s) 

e>ws  from  1-17  nor  intrude 


Canyon  RCA  to  find 

which  would  neither  compromise  vie 

archeol ogi cal  sites  on  Perry  Mesa. 


Explanati on 

In  urging  these  modifications,  we  are  looking  forward  to  1-17 
being  designated  a  "Scenic  Highway"  by  the  Ar.zona  Department 
of  Transportation,  acting  under  ARS  41-412  through  41-51B. 

Our  Conservation  Committee  is  proposing  that  the  Prescott 
Audubon  Society  participate  in  and  support  a  coalition  °* 
other  concerned  private  and  public  entities  that  will   in  the 
near  future  reguest  to  designate  1-17  a  "Scenic  Highway  — 
probably  from  the  junction  of   1-17  and  State  74  at  the 
Carefree/Wickenburg  Interchange  north  to  the  city  limits  of 
Flagstaff.    We  expect  our  participation  to  be  led  by 
Prescott  Audubon  Society  member  Hiram  Davis,  who  has  done 
substantial  groundwork  in  exploring  the  issue. 

Why  Extend  Lake  Pleasant  RCA  Eastward 

The  extension  of  the  Lake  Pleasant  RCA  to  encompass  the 
presently-owned  BLM  and  State  lands-traversed  by  1^17 


between  the  east-west  section  line 


jne  mile  south  of  the 


Table  Mountain  Interchange  and  the  Maricopa  County  Line  (just 
south  of  Rock  Springs)--would  insure  the  survival  of  one  of 
the  most  scenic  desert  landscapes  to  be  viewed  from  a  mator 
highway  in  Arizona. 


Though  e 


xtraordinary  views  will   be  retained  for  travelers 


1-17  by  the  establishment  of  the  Black  Canyon  RCA,   the  desert 
portion  below  the  Sunset  Rest  Stop  is  one  of  t r an s l t i on  - - f r om 
.  _. 4.  „,,^^i  3nH  —  ,n  terms  of  veaetation.    In 


por 

desert  to  semldesert  grassland- 
contrast,   the  landscape  south  of  Black  Canyon  City  is 
representative  of  the  true  Sonoran  Desert. and  especially 
noted  for  its  many  stands  of  saguaros.    Thus  the  extension  of 
the  Lake  Pleasant  RCA  eastward  to  assure  the  survival  of  this 
scenic  desert  area  is  surely  warranted;   it 
practi cabl e. 

Much  of  the  land  in  Question  is  already  owned  by  BLM  and  is 
contiguous  with  land  which  the  BLM  has  marked  for  retention 
in  the  proposed  Lake  Pleasant  RCA.    In  addition,   the  BLM  is 


also 


25-3.    The  proposed  RMP  in  this  document  includes  the  utility 
corridors  identified  in  the  preferred  alternative  of 
the  draft  RMP/EIS.   Restricting  future  facilities  to 
parallel  the  existing  corridor  along  1-17  is  the 
environmentally  preferred  solution. 
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already  planning  to  retain  ownersh 


ne  1  and  east  of  the 


proposed  boundary  of  the  Lake  Pleasant  RCA  in  order  to  insure 
the  continuance  of  the  Black  Canyon  Hiking  and  Eguestnan 
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Why  C  ha nqe  Southern  Boundary  of  the  Black  Canyon  RCA 

The  placing  of  this  boundary  approximately  one  mile  north  of 
the  1-17  Interchange  with  the  Dog  Track/Squaw  Peak  Road,  as 
proposed  in  the  DRAFT  Plan,  risks  development  on  the  north 
side  of  this  Road,   and  to  the  north  along  1-17,  which  could 
detract  significantly  from  this  re-entry/departure  point  for 
the  Black  Canyon  RCA  portion  of   "scenic"   1-17. 

Why  not  forestall   an  almost  certain   "distraction  problem"  for 
the  Yavapai   County  Board  of   Supervisors  by  setting  the 
boundary  of  the  Black  Canyon  RCA  approximately  one  mile 
farther  south  than  now  planned?    Namely,   the  north  side  of 
the  ROW  for  the  Dog  Track/Squaw  Peak  Road. 

This  portal"  protection,  which  we  feel  to  be  essential,   could 
probably  be  accomplished  by  dropping  the  present  planned 
boundary  of  the  Black  Canyon  RCA  to  the  Dog  Track/Squaw  Peak 
Road  for  one-half  to  a  mile  on  each  side  of   1—17.    Otherwise, 
the  boundary  proposed   (per  Map  2-24,  page  72)  could  probably 
remain  unchanged  — unless  there  were  cogent  reasons  to  the 
c  an  t  r  ar y . 


In  this  connection,  we  note,  with  approval,   the  proposal  to 
designate  "Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern"  for 
special  protection,   including  Larry  Canyon  and  Perry  Mesa  in 
the  Black  Canyon  RCA. 

We  would  urge  that  full  consideration  be  given  to  the 
concerns  addressed  here,  and  would  encourage  full  discussion 
of   these  concerns  with  our   informed  Prescott   Audubon  member: 


Hi  r am  Da v i  s 
Box   33085 
Phoenix,   AZ  85067 
274-2723 


1030  Scott   Dr. 
Prescott,   AZ  86302 
445-8583 


Thank  you  again  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 
Sine  er  el y , 

Donn  Rawling/S, 

Prescott  Audubon  Conservati  on  Commi ttee  Co-Chai r 


Why  Review  Utility  Corridor 

BLM  appears  to  have  decided  to  locate  the  next  transmission 
line(s)   in  the  Black  Canyon  RCA  in  the  vicinity- 
page  42  of  the  DRAFT  Plan). 


ty  of 
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We  ask  for  a  review  of  this  decision  for  the  purpose  of 
finding  a  location  for  the  next  transmission  line(s)  which 
would  least  impair  the  scenic-view  experience  from  1-17  and 
yet  not  intrude  significant  archaeological  sites,   such  as 
those  on  Perry  Mesa. 

Concluding  Comment 

The  Prescott  Audubon  Society  much  appreciates  this 

opportunity  to  comment  on  the  DRAFT  Plan  of   December  1987  and 

to  offer  suggestions  on  this  forward-looking  program  for  the 
selective  retention  of  lands  under  BLM  ownership,  coupled 

with  the  acquisition,   by  exchange,   of   lands  owned  by  the 

State  of  Arizona  to  round  out   "resource-conservation  areas" 
for  effective  resource  management. 

We  ^re     especially  pleased  with  the  application  of  this 
concept  to  the  proposed  creation  of  the  Black  Canyon  RCA, 
lying  between  Black  Canyon  City  and  Cordes  Junction  and 
bordered  on  the  west  by  the  Prescott  National  Forest  and  on 
the  east  by  the  Prescott  and  Tonto  National   Forests. 
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Attorneys  at   law 


Charlotte    North    Carolina   JB23A 


April  25,  198E 
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EXPRESS  MAIL 


3! 


Mr.  Arthur  E.  Tower 
Phoenix  Resource  Area  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
2015  West  Deer  Valley  Road 
Phoenix,  Arizona  85027 

Re:  Draft  Phoenix  RMP/EIS 

Dear  Mr.  Tower: 

I  am  pleased  to  have  received  from  the  BLM  the  draft 
Phoenix  Resource  Manaqement  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact 
Statement.   Please  keep  my  name  on  your  mailing  list. 


2G-1 


My  partner  (Harry  Turner  of  Tucson)  and  I  own 
5  of  Section  1,  T9S ,  R6E,  Lot  17  of  Section  1,  T9S 


Lots  1- 
R6E,  and 


NE  1/4,  Sec.  9,  T9S,  R6E  (excepting  NE  1/4  NE  1/4  NE  1/4), 
all  lying  within  the  Silver  Bell  RCA  (Alt.  C).   We  present 
our  remarks  hereinbelow  upon  two  assumptions,  namely:  (1)  that 
our  access  to  our  land  shall  be  undiminished  under  any  of  the 
four  proposed  alternatives;  and  (2)  that  the  present  and  poten- 
tial future  use  of  our  land  shall  be  undiminished  under  any 
of  the  four  proposed  alternatives,  as  such.   If  our  assumptions 
arc  in  any  way  incorrect,  we  call  upon  the  BLM  to  promptly 
so  state. 

Equivalent  assumptions  were  stated  in  my  letter  of 
December  29,  1986  to  Mr.  Tim  Sanders  of  the  BLM,  no  response 
to  which  was  ever  received.   I  further  refer  to  my  earlier 
letter  of  December  8,  1986,  and,  as  well,  to  the  comments  in 
my  letter  to  Mr.  Sanders  of  May  27,  1986. 

Turning  now  to  the  four  alternatives  set  forth  in  the 
draft  RMP/EIS,  we  consider  Alternative  D  to  be  completely  unac- 
ceptable.  The  general  availability  of  public  land  is  one  of 
the  main  factors  which  sets  Arizona  apart  from  most  other 
states,  and  provides  resident  and  visitor  alike  with  a  quality 


26-1.     Proposals  presented  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS  and  the 

proposed  RMP/FEIS  apply  only  to  BLH-administered  land. 
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BELL     SELTZER     PARK    5.    GIBSON 


Mr.  Arthur  E.  Tower 


-2- 


April  25,  19£ 


•s-wrrs  s*sss  Lst»4rrjaa  ass- 

view,    since   more    BLM    land   would    be    retained      ^ 

C    presents    the   public    wi.h    more    land    to   "' '    ^    tMnk   Alternative 

with   more    freedom    at    somewhat    less  cos?   usf   "^eationally 

of    course,    be    acceptable    as   well!  Alternative    B   would, 

for    continu'r^hicuirr    tllTss^^J   Wlth   ?"    BL"   P™^ 
with   only    the   mi„i™ /closured    "v"    oned^in^d    ofV"113' 

and    grazing    activities    be   minimized'    if    not    eliminat^   ^^ 
as    soon^t    %"£%£    ^^    ^    »«•>    ***»    «*    EIS 

Very    truly    yours, 


JTT:gg 

CC:    Mr.    Harry    E.    Turner 


roe  11    T.    Turner  'rrwb 


ID 


O 
O 


m 

-z. 

a) 

> 


jO 

m 
en 
~a 
O 


CO 

m 

CO 


o 
o 


27-1 


27 


/fiu/arffft* 


•&&f*4&T    s&? 


■,4-— 


<2~<i>C J^-arn-   A^U»to;     sv£s   rw^  £&^ 
paJtS7     <6&*Y     ^i^a^>    *&*T    ,4s    •gsfcW 

/^Jd<^  *&t~*£  je*Jt&. 


in 
C 

I 

O 


n 
O 

o 
o 

X! 

o 

o 


27-1.    Saginaw  Hill,  Tucson  Mountain  Park  Extension  and 

Picacho  and  Zion  reservoirs  have  been  proposed  for 
transfer  to  local  governments  under  provisions  of  the 
federal  Recreation  and  Public  Purposes  Act  (R&PPA). 
The  Tortollta  Mountains  parcels  would  be  retained  in 
public  ownership  but  managed  for  recreation  purposes 
under  a  Cooperative  Recreation  Management  Agreement 
with  Pima  County. 
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28-1. 


Jefer   to    response   25-2. 
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29-10 


29-11 


29-12 


29-13 


29-14 


29-15 


The  Service  strongly  supports  the  designation  of  the  Appleton-Whittel, 
Baboquivari  Mountains,  White  Canyon,  Perry  Mesa,  Larry  Canyon,  Tanner  Hill, 
and  Waterman  Mountains  ACECs.   In  regard  to  the  Waterman  Mountains  and 
Tanner  Hash  ACECs,  we  support  the  boundary  designations  given  in  Alternative 
C,  because  this  alternative  includes  sore  known  and  potential  habitat  than 
Alternative  B.   The  Service  encourages  the  efforts  of  BLM  to  acquire  State 
lands  within  the  Wateraan  Mountains  ACEC  (T12S,  R9E,  Section  32),  because 
this  area  contains  an  endangered  plant  species.  We  request  that  the  Perry 
Mesa  and  Larry  Canyon  ACEC  be  expanded  to  include  T10M,  R3E,  (SE  1/4  of 
Section  9),  Sections  10,  11,  and  12.   In  these  sections.  Silver  Creek  has  a 
well  developed  cienega  bordered  by  deciduous  broadleaf  forest.   Protecting 
this  riparian  area  would  be  in  consonance  with  BLM  Riparian  Policy  and 
Executive  Orders  11988  and  11990. 

The  Service  supports  the  designation  of  the  Black  Canyon  RCA  but  requests  a 
■odification  of  the  proposed  boundary.   This  RCA  should  include  TUN,  R2E, 
Section  22,  El/2,  and  Section  27,  El/2,  and  Section  34,  El/2.   The  creek  in 
these  sections  has  above-ground  water  and  a  well  developed  riparian  area. 

The  Service  requests  that  BLM  consider  acquisition  of  two  sections  of  land 
near  the  Tanner  Wash  ACEC.   The  sections  (T18N,  R21E,  Sections  11  and  15) 
contain  a  candidate  category  1  endangered  plant  and  could  be  managed  as  part 
of  the  Tanner  Wash  ACEC. 

SPECIFIC  COMMEMTS 

Page  28,  Table  2-4:  The  Silverbell  Desert  Bighorn  Sheep  Management  Area 
should  also  be  designated  as  a  desert  tortoise  aanageaent  area.   Manageaent 
goals  should  include  improving  habitat  conditions  for  and  populations  of 
desert  tortoises.   Planned  actions  should  liait  motorized  vehicles  to 
designated  roads  and  trails.   Motorized  vehicle  access  should  be  closed  in 
those  areas  with  good  tortoise  numbers  (>50  per  square  mile).   Planned 
actions  should  include  determining  the  status  of  the  desert  tortoise 
population  in  this  area  and  developing  an  appropriate,  management  plan. 

Page  28,  Table  2-4:  The  Service  strongly  supports  designation  of  the  Picacho 
Mountains  Desert  Tortoise  Management  Area.  However,  we  recommend  that  the 
management  goals  be  changed  to  improve  existing  desert  tortoise 
populations.   This  management  would  require  routine  monitoring  of  this 
population  for  "status  and  trend."   Planned  actions  are  excellent  and 
should  be  carried  through  as  a  priority.  Please  note  that  this  area  is 
probably  too  small  to  protect  a  viable  population  as  most  of  the  tortoise 
habitat  is  on  State  lands.   We  recommend  that  BLM  pursue  acquisition  of 
adjacent  habitat  with  the  State  of  Arizona. 

Page  31,  Issue  5  -  Recreation  Management:  When  preparing  the  activity  plan 
for  the  Halls  Canyon  Recreation  Hanageaent  Area,  BLM  should  develop  the  plan 
to  minimize  or  avoid  impacts  to  the  desert  tortoise  and  Arizona  skink 


29-10.    Refer  to  response  22-4. 


29-11.    These  areas  are  within  the  proposed  boundaries  of  the 
Black  Canyon  Resource  Conservation  Area  (RCA)  as 
identified  in  Alternatives  B  and  C  of  the  draft 
RMP/EIS  and  are  included  within  the  boundaries  of  the 
RCA  in  the  proposed  RMP. 


29-12.   Only  private  land  within  the  identified  Resource 
Conservation  Areas  is  identified  for  possible 
acquisition  by  exchange  in  the  proposed  RMP.   Any 
private  exchanges  would  be  considered  if  the  proposal 
is  initiated  by  the  private  landowners. 


29-13.    Refer  to  responses  18-6  and  29-6. 


29-14.    Refer  to  response  18-7. 


29-15.   All  relevant  environmental  issues  will  be  considered 
when  developing  activity  plans  for  specific  areas. 
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(Eumeces  gilberti  arizonensis) . 
designated  roads  and  trails. 


Motorized  vehicles  should  be  limited  to 


The  Tortolita  and  Sawtooth  Mountains  have  been  identified  as  important  areas 
for  intensive  recreation  uses.   Both  areas  provide  habitat  for  tortoises, 
29-15  possibly  in  high  numbers.   In  planning  and  managing  these  Cooperative 

Recreation  Management  Areas  (CRMA) ,  the  population  status  of  the  tortoise 
should  be  determined  first,  and  then  followed  by  development  of  recreation 
management  plans  that  limit  or  avoid  adverse  impacts  to  the  tortoise  and  its 
habitat.   Some  of  the  area  within  the  Lake  Pleasant  CRMA  also  contains 
suitable  habitat  for  the  desert  tortoise. 

29-16 1  Page  116,  Map  3-4A:  Desert  tortoise  habitat  is  not  shown  on  this  map. 

Page  147,  Desert  Tortoise:  General  figures  on  habitat  acquisition  and 
disposal  for  the  desert  tortoise  are  presented,  but  information  is  lacking 
on  where  these  parcels  are  located,  whether  they  are  adjacent  to  existing 
tortoise  habitat  on  BLM  land,  and  whether  the  acquired  and  disposed  of  lands 
would  result  in  blocking  up  tortoise  habitat  for  effective  management  or 
scattering  habitat  ownership.   The  latter  should  be  avoided  to  maximize  the 
protection  of  the  tortoise.   Also,  the  impacts  associated  with  land 
ownership  patterns  to  the  desert  tortoise  should  be  addressed  in  this  RMP. 


29-17 


29-18 


29-19 


29-20 


This  section  states  that  Silver  Bell  Mountains  and  Donnelly  Vash-Grayback 
area  would  be  managed  to  maintain  habitat  capability  for  the  desert 
tortoise.  This  management  goal  should  be  identified  on  pages  28-29  under 
the  appropriate  Special  Management  Areas  (SMA)  and  activity  plans  should  be 
developed  to  enhance  desert  tortoise  habitat.   This  described  benefit  to  the 
desert  tortoise  is  not  indicated  in  the  management  goals  for  these  two  SMAs . 

The  designation  of  the  communication  sites  in  the  Picacho  Mountains  could 
impact  desert  tortoise  populations  if  access  to  these  sites  is  provided  by 
constructing  new  roads  or  improving  existing  roads.   These  roadways  will 
pass  through  tortoise  habitat  at  the  lower  elevations. 

The  conclusions  presented  on  the  effects  of  Alternative  B  seem  unclear  and 
are  not  substantiated  by  the  information  provided.   For  example, 
information  is  lacking  on  the  status  of  the  desert  tortoise  on  lands 
identified  for  disposal  and  for  acquisition.  Therefore,  BLM  may  not  be  able 
to  conclude  the  extent  of  impacts  to  this  species.   We  request  that  BLM 
provide  this  information  and  or,  if  this  is  not  possible,  include  a  worst 
case  analysis.   We  believe  that  the  RMP  draft  EIS  does  not  analyze 
mitigation  measures  in  sufficient  detail  to  determine  the  effectiveness  of 
each  of  these  measures  for  the  desert  tortoise. 


29-16. 


29-17. 


29-18. 


The  desert  tortoise  distribution  map  in  the  draft 
RMP/EIS  indicates  only  known  important  habitat  in  the 
resource  area,  as  stated  on  page  117  of  the  draft. 
The  Tortolita  Mountains  important  habitat  was 
inadvertently  left  off  the  map,  but  was  included  in 
the  discussion  of  important  desert  tortoise  areas. 


Where  appropriate,  the  desert  tortoise  is  considered 
in  every  environmental  assessment  completed  prior  to 
all  land  exchanges. 


Refer  also  to  response  29-1. 


Activity  plans  developed  for  areas  within  desert 
tortoise  habitat  would  consider  the  affect  the  actions 
would  have  on  the  capability  of  the  habitat  to  support 
tortoises. 


29-19.    Refer  to  responses  29-6   and  29-7. 


29-20.    The  information  on  page  147  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS 
provides  the  status  of  known  important  tortoise 
habitat  on  land  identified  for  disposal  and 
acquisition. 

Refer  also  to  comments  29-1  and  29-17. 
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Page  155,  Desert  Tortoise:  Our  contents  on  this  section  are  the  saae  as 

those  aentioned  ahove  referring  to  page  147.   Data  need  to  be  presented  that 
document  the  overall  numbers  of  tortoises  on  BLM  land  in  the  Picacho 
Mountains  and  to  substantiate  the  overall  long  tera  stability  of  this 
species  in  the  Picacho  Mountains. 

Again  the  conclusion  presented  on  aaintaining  the  viability  of  the  Picacho 
Mountain  and  other  populations  in  the  RMP  area  is  unsubstantiated  based  on 
the  information  presented  in  this  RMP  draft  EIS.   Please  provide  adequate 
information  to  support  this  conclusion  or  present  a  worst  case  analysis  in 
the  RMP  draft  EIS. 

Page  163,  Mitigating  Measures:  The  Service  does  not  concur  with  this 
approach  of  deferring  the  development  of  Mitigation  aeasures  until  specific 
projects  are  developed.  Generally,  when  specific  projects  are  develop*!  by 
BLM  and  an  environmental  assessaent  prepared,  these  environmental  documents 
are  generated  and  approved  in-house  with  little  or  no  review  by  the  Service 
Also,  development  of  mitigation  measures  on  a  project  by  project  basis  may 
fail  to  consider  the  emulative  iapacts  of  such  actions. 

Page  190,  Appendix  B:  The  jaguar  and  ocelot  should  be  considered  throughout 
the  RMP  draft  EIS  analysis  and  recovery  plan  aoala/objecti v»B  should  b° 
included  where  appropriate  for  BLM  to  perfora.   Historic  habitat  is  located 
near  the  Baboquivari  Mountains.   Recent  sightings  of  jaguars  have  been  aade 
in  this  area. 

29-23l^'?  198,  A"Pendix  12:  *h«  document  lacks  a  Resource  Monitoring  and 
cw  "-^j  Evaluation  Plan  for  Alternative  C. 

Page  198,  Appendix  12,  Desert  Tortoise:  The  Service  recoaaends  that  that 
this  section  include  a  definition  of  crucial  habitat  including  criteria  to 
be  used  in  Baking  this  deteraination,  and  criteria  used  to  determine  a 
"significant  decrease  of  habitat  capability"  and  "significant  population 
changes."  We  also  request  that  the  information  obtained  from  line  transacts 
on  relative  densities  and  habitat  condition  aonitoring  be  provided  to  this 
office  as  soon  as  it  is  available.   The  Service  would  like  to  offer  our 
assistance  in  implementing  these  aonitoring  aeasures. 

suhkart  comrarrs 

The   Service  supports  preferred  Alternative  B  with  our  suggested 
aodifications.      We  believe  that  Alternative  B  with   these  aodif ications 
maximizes   resource  benefits   to   threatened  and  endangered  species,    desert 
tortoise  concerns,    and  riparian   fish  and  wildlife  resources.      The   Service 
would   like   to  assist   BLM  in   the  developaent  of    the  above-listed  aanageaent 
plans   that   affect   candidate,    proposed,    and   listed  species 


29-21.        Refer   to    the   General   Response   to   comments. 


29-22.        The   BLM's   Phoenix  District  has  no   Information 

Indicating  that  public  land  in  the  Phoenix  Resource 
Area   is  used  or  occupied  by  jaguars  or  ocelots. 


29-23.        All   the  areas  and  values  which  would  be  monitored 

under  Alternative  C  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS  are   included 
In  the  monitoring  schedule   listed  for  Alternative  B. 
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Again,  the  Service  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  review  and  provide 
coaaents  on  the  subject  draft  RMP  and  EIS.   If  we  can  be  of  further 
assistance,  please  contact  Ms.  Sue  Rutaan  or  me  (Telephone:   602/261-4720) 


rj^<^^fchp<  -£&/- 


Sam  f.  Spiller 
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ASARCO 


RAY  UNIT 

RICHARO  W    BANGHART 
GENERAL   MANAGER 
OWEN  D    MILLER 
CONTROLLER 


April  27,  198 


Mr.  Arthur  E.  Tower 
Phoenix  Resource  Area  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
2015  West  Dear  Valley  Road 
Phoenix,  AZ  85027 


in 


Dear  Mr.  Tower: 

ASARCO  Incorporated's  Ray  Unit  submits  the  following  comments  on  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management's  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the 
Phoenix  Resource  Management  Plan. 

Our  comments  specifically  address  the  White  Canyon  Resource 
Conservation  Area  which  contains  ASARCO's  Ray  Mine  and  the  Copper  Butte  and 
Buckeye  properties.  The  Ray  Mine  employs  480  people  and  produced 
107,700  tons  of  copper  in  1987,  valued  at  $128,600,000. 

ASARCO  Ray  Unit  supports  Alternative  A.  (no  action)  for  the  White 
Canyon  Area.  We  oppose  the  BLM's  preferred  Alternative  B  for  the  following 
reasons : 

1.  The  proposed  White  Canyon  Resource  Conservation  Area  contains  known 
mineral  deposits  which  are  important  to  the  economy  of  Pinal  County 
and  Arizona.  In  addition  to  the  millions  of  dollars  we  paid  in  wages, 
sales  taxes  and  metal  values  taxes  in  19R7,  we  paid  $1,699,000  to 
Pinal  County  for  property  tax.  We  note  on  page  93  that  the  BLM  paid 
$386,068  to  Pinal  County  in  lieu  of  taxes  in  1986.  ASARCO's  tax 
dollars  are  real  in  contrast  to  in-lieu  payments  which  are  tax  dollars 
to  begin  with. 

2.  Besides  the  Ray  deposit,  ASARCO  has  delineated  copper  deposits  at 
Copper  Buttes  (22,000,000  tons  averaging  1.09  1  copper)  and  Buckeye 
(20,000,000  tons  averaging  .65  I  copper).  The  proposed  White  Canyon 
ACEC   (page   62)   under   both   alternatives   B   and   C   would   restrict 

30-1  exploration  for,  and  development  of,  the  area's 
Closing  the  road  in  Sections  23  and  24,  Township 
East  would  deny  ASARCO  access  to  Its  mining  claims 

only  maintainable  route  to  the  mineral  rich  area  north  of  the  Gila 
River  between  Riverside  and  Cochran. 


copper  resources. 

3  South,  Range  12 

This  road  is  the 


30-1.    The  establishment  of  White  Canyon  ACEC  would  have 

little  impact  on  ASARCO  mining  operations  in  the  area 
or  within  the  ACEC.   No  prescriptions  are  proposed 
closing  the  area  to  mineral  entry.  Under  the  mining 
law,  the  BLM  cannot  deny  access  to  ASARCO's  mining 
claims  or  prevent  ongoing  exploration  and  development 
programs.   Necessary  access  routes  would  be 
constructed  to  minimize  or  avoid  impacts  to  White 
Canyon's  riparian,  wildlife  and  scenic  resources. 


18/88/50 


ASARCO  INCORPORATED  RAV   UNIT 
PO    BOX  B  HAVDEN     K2  6S?3S     i60?l  '        ~B 
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Mr.  Arthur  E.  Tower  -2-  Aprll  27,  1988 
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3.  The  Federal  Government  has  title  to  less  than  half  (46.9%)  of  the  ^ 
total  330,770  acres  in  the  proposed  White  Canyon  Resource  Conservation  ^ 
Area  (page  23).  Private  interests  and  the  state  own  53.  12  of  the  2 
area.  Federal,  state,  and  private  lands  are  Intermingled  which  is  not  ^ 
conducive  to  a  single  Interest  area  management  concept  such  as  O 
Alternative  B.  This  point  is  best  made  by  referring  to  the  Phoenix  O 
District  land  status  map  where  we  note  that  the  largest  contiguous  Q 
block  of  BLM  land  in  the  516  square  mile  resource  area  is  the  -rj 
24-square  mile  parcel  in  the  extreme  southwest  corner.  pj 

4.  Also,  referring  to  this  same  map,  the  BLM  failed  to  show  34  square  ? 
miles  of  Bureau  of  Reclamation  withdrawals  which  bisect  the  area  from  5 
Ashurst-Hayden  Dam  to  Riverside  along  the  Gila  River.  These  ~ 
withdrawals  are  associated  with  the  proposed  Buttes  Dam  and  include  5 
the  Middle  Gila  River  Project  (AR017239),  the  San  Carlos  Indian  Z 
Irrigation  Project  (PLOW),  power  site  (CL438) ,  the  Buttes  Dam  and 

Reservoir  site  (PL05316)  and  reclamation  application  (A6264) .  Prior 
to  building  Buttes  Dam,  the  railroad  would  have  to  be  relocated  as 
would  private  landowners  that  live  in  the  path  of  the  proposed  lake. 
These  withdrawals  are  Included  in  two  proposed  Special  Management 
Areas  (SMA's)  designated  as  the  Middle  Gila  River  Cultural  Resources 
55  Management   Area   and   the   Gila   River   Riparian  Management  Area.   On 

ON  page  27,  the  BLM  admits  that  implementation  of  these  SMA's  could  only 

be  done  with  the  cooperation  of  the  agency  that  manages  the 
withdrawals.  In  other  words,  the  BLM  does  not  now  have  management 
authority  over  these  lands  which  again  supports  our  comment  (No.  3) 
above . 

5.  Lastly,  the  Alternative  C  boundary  of  the  White  Canyon  Management  Area 
would  be  enlarged  by  the  addition  of  64  square  miles  of  land  under 
Alternative  B  (p.  51).  This  proposal  makes  little  sense  to  us  as  less 
than  two  square  miles  of  this  land  Is  BLM  land;  the  remaining  62 
square  miles  is  state  and  private  land. 

•In  summary,  ASARCO  feels  that  Alternative  B  is  an  unworkable 
management  plan  for  the  proposed  White  Canyon  Resource  Conservation  Area  and 
asks  that  Alternative  A  (multiple  use)  be  adopted  for  this  Important  mineral 
rich  area. 

Sincerely , 

N.  A.  Gamhell 
Technical  Services 
Administrator 


Pima  County  Open  Space  Committee 

c/o  Whittel 1  Trust 

300  E.  University,  0  221 

Tucson,  AZ   S'j/OS 


28  Apri 1  1988 

Arthur  K.  Tower 
Phoenix  Resource  Area 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 

2015  W.  Deer  Valley  Rd . 
Phoenix,  AZ  8502  7 

RE:    Comments  on  the  Phoenix  Resource  Area  Draft  RMP/EIS 
Dear  Mr.  Tower: 

The  Pima  County  Open  Space  Committee  is  in  the  final  slaves  ,,f  preparing  ,,  long-tern; 
open  space  plan  for  eastern  Pima  County.   Many  of  I  he  open  space  protection  ideas 
formulated  by  the  committee  rely  on  the  continued  open  space  character  of  Bureau  ol 
Land  Management  property  in  Pima  County. 

The  proposed  Rabonuivari  and  Silverhell  Resource  Conservation  Areas  are  important  to 
Pima  County's  long-term  open  spare  needs.   The  Torlolita  Mountains  Cooperative 
Recreation  Management  Area  is  also  important  as  is  tin-  lease  to  Pima  County  of  the 
BI.M  parrels  in  the  Tucson  Mountains  adjacent  to  and  near  Tucson  Mountain  Park  anil 
Saguaro  National  Monument. 


31-1 


The  continued  protection  ol  the  open  spare  character  of  BLM  parcels  within  the 
outlying  mountain  ranges  of  Pima  County  such  as  the  Las  Cuijas  and  Sierrita 
Mountains  is  needed  to  meet  the  luture  open  spare/recrcnt ion  needs  ol  an  increasing 
population  in  these  outlying  areas  twenty  or  thirty  years  from  now.   A  BLM  exchange 


lor  State  Lands  in  the  Cerro  Colorado  Mountains  lo  establish  a  core  area  of  let], 
control  would  be  very  useful  for  these  same  reasons.   Clearly,  having  these  sit. 
remain  in  Bureau  of  Land  Management  ownership  versus  State  or  | 
greatly  enhances  their  permanent  open  space  quality,  whether  li 
asethet  ic  values,  et  c . 


Till 


i  irate  owi 
recreal 


'rsh  i  [i 


tut  t  in  e  I  he 

RCA  con  111  I 

nta  i n  areas 


Recognizing  that  BLM  has  a  limited  amount  ol  trade  land  available  to 
RCA's  outlined  in  your  plan,  portions  of  the  Boundary  ol  the  Silverhe 
set  back  to  ensure  that  the  relatively  small  acreages  of  oilier  tore  m 
are  retained  in  or  transferred  to  BLM  ownership.   This  is  a  small  trade-off  now  lor 
what  would  be  of  considerable  value  in  later  years  when  open  space/recreational 
needs  in  the  vicinity  of  areas  such  as  the  Sierrita  and  Las  Cuijas  Mountains  are 
dealt  with  in  final  detail.   The  crucial  role  BLM  has  played  in  the  formation  ol 
Tucson  Mountain  Park  and  Tortolita  County  Park  w  i  f  1  lie  just  as  essential  in  these 
outlying  areas  some  day.   Thank  you  lor  considering  these  comments. 

Sincerely  yours. 


Uouul~  > 


Gla^qt\  Oe_ 


Will  iam  C .  Roe,  Cha  i  rman 

Pima  County  Open  Space  Commit ti 


31-1. 


The  BLM's  long-term  management  goals  are  to 
consolidate  public  land  ownership  in  the  Baboquivari 
and  Silver  Bell  Resource  Conservation  Areas.   Land 
identified  as  possessing  important  resource  values 
(wildlife,  plant,  riparian,  recreation  or  scenic) 
would  have  a  high  acquisition  priority.   Such  land  is 
near  the  core  mountainous  areas  named  in  the  comment. 


5 

H 
-I 

m 
z 

o 
O 


m 
z 

H 
CO 

> 
z 
O 

:d 
m 

CO 

-a 
O 
z 

CO 

m 

CO 


o 
o 
z: 

GO 

c 


32 


SIERRA  CLUB 

Grand  CanyWi  Cfc#ter  ■  Arizona 


Mr.  Arthur  Tower 
Phoenix  Resource  Area  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
2015  W.  Deer  Valley  Rd. 
Phoenix,  Arizona   85027 


PALO  VERDE  GROUP 
7102  E.  Oak  St.  #8 
Scottsdale,  Arizona 
April  27,  1988 
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32-1 


Dear  Mr.  Tower: 

The  Palo  Verde  Group  Conservation  Committee  has  reviewed  the  draft  Resource 
Management  Plan  and  EIS  for  the  Phoenix  Resource  Area.   We  would  like  to  submit 
these  brief  comments  for  the  public  record. 

We  are  generally  in  agreement  with  the  BLM's  goals  and  proposed  actions  as 
expressed  in  this  document.   The  blocking  up  of  BLM  holdings  within  selected  areas 
of  high  scenic,  recreational,  biotic,  and  cultural  values  is  an  especially  wise 
move  which  will  have  a  beneficial  effect  on  public  land  management  for  many  years 
to  come.   The  creation  of  several  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACEC's) 
is  also  to  be  applauded,  indicating  that  the  BLM  is  ready  to  not  merely  manage  but 
to  aggressively  defend  the  unigue  and  sensitive  places  under  it's  care. 

In  general,  we  prefer  Alternative  C  to  the  preferred  alternative  B  because  it 
places  larger  areas  within  the  various  protective  categories.   The  Perry  Mesa  and 
White  Canyon  ACEC's  are  significantly  expanded  under  Alternative  C,  as  are  the 
Baboquivari,  Silver  Bell,  and  Tanner  Wash  Resource  Conservation  Areas  (RCA's). 
But  we  cannot  support  Alt.  C  in  it's  entirety  because  it  also  reduces  the  size 
of  the  VJhite  Canyon  RCA  and  designates  an  additional  utility  corridor  right  through 
the  sensitive  archeological  zones  on  Perry  Mesa.   We  oppose  both  moves,  and  find 
it  regrettable  that  Alt.  C  mixes  proposals  to  enhance  protection  of  the  environment 
with  other  proposals  that  tend  to  undermine  it.  We  are  also  concerned  about  the 
change  in  status  for  the  Picacho  Mountains  under  Alt.  C,  from  an  RCA  to  a  CRMA 
(Cooperative  Recreation  Management  Area).   We  believe  that  management  for  the 
Picachos  should  benefit  desert  tortoise  populations  and  maintain  the  existing 
wilderness  values.   Intensive  recreational  use  or  development  should  not  occur 
if  it  will  interfere  with  those  primary  goals. 

We  strongly  support  the  proposed  restriction  of  ORV  use  throughout  the  Resource 
Area  to  existing  roads  and  trails,  and  we  encourage  you  to  develop  educational  and 

enforcement  programs  which  will  help  transform  this  proposal  to  an  effective 
reality. 


32-1.    The  proposed  RMP  recommends  that  the  utility  corridor 
in  the  Black  Canyon  area  should  follow  the  draft 
RMP/EIS  Alternative  B  placement,  primarily  to  reduce 
visual  impacts  caused  by  new  development. 

The  status  of  the  Picacho  Mountains  in  the  proposed 
RMP  would  be  as  described  in  Alternative  B  of  the 
draft  RMP/EIS  except  that  additional  state  land  would 
be  identified  for  acquisition  and,  upon  acquisition, 
become  part  of  the  RCA  and  desert  tortoise  management 
area. 


32-2 


We  also  support  Recreation  Management  Area  designations  for  Hell's  Canyon  and 
the  Coyote  Mountains  pending  any  Congressional   action  on  a  BLM  wilderness  bill. 
These  are  both   important  scenic  and   recreational   areas  close  to  major  metropolitan 
zones,    and  special  management    focusing  on  those  values   in  entirely  appropriate. 

White  Canyon   is  an  area  of  special    interest  to  many  of  our  members.      While  we 
were  happy   to  see  the  proposed  ACEC  status  under  the  preferred  alternative,    the 
boundaries  and  size  of   the  proposed  unit  are  entirely   inadequate.     The  expanded 
unit  under  Alternative  C   is  preferable   in  every  way  and  has  our  enthusiastic 
support.      We  also  urge  you  to  recognize  that  there   is  an  equal    (possibly  greater) 
amount  of  acreage  in   the  Tonto  National   Forest,    immediately  north  of   the  BI>1 
holdings,   which  also  contains   important  riparian  habitat,    cultural   resources, 
and  wilderness  characteristics  in  upper  White  Canyon  and   in  adjacent  Wood  Canyon. 
The  BIM/National  Forest  boundary  cuts  arbitrarily  through  the  center  of   this 
splendid  natural  area.     We  believe  that  a  cooperative  management  approach   is  called 
for,   with  both  agencies  aware  of   the  extent  and  quality  of   the  area's  resources  and 
working   together  to  protect   them. 


32-2.  The  proposed  RMP   recommends   adoption  of   the  draft's 

preferred  alternative   (Alternative  B)   boundaries   for 
the  White  Canyon  ACEC  as   the  most   feasible  ACEC 
management  unit   considering  other  multiple  uses   of   the 
area.      The  BLM  would   cooperate   fully  with  the  Forest 
Service  when  developing   an  activity  plan  for   the   area. 


00 


Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  draft  RMP/EIS. 


Sincerely, 


KSir 


Tom  Wright,  Conservation  Chairman 
Palo  Verde  Group 
Sierra  Club 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

NATIONAL  PARK  SERVICE 


IN  REPLY  REFCR  TO: 

DES    88/0002 
L7617(WR-RP) 
April     19,     1988 


Memorandum 


WESTERN  REGION 

450  GOLDEN  GATE  AVENUE.  BOX  S606) 

SAN  FRANCISCO- CALIFORNIA  94102 
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33-1 


33-2 


Phoenix  Resource  Area,  Bureau  of  Land 
Management 


From 
Subject 


:      jjiVRegional    Director,    West 


ern  Region 


Review  Comments  on  the  Draft  Phoenix  Resource 
Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement, 
Phoenix,  Arizona  (DES  88/0002) 


We  have  completed  our  review  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management's 
Draft  Phoenix  Resource  Management  Plan/Environmental  Impact 
Statement  and  have  the  following  comments. 

1.  The  boundaries  shown  for  Saguaro  National  Monument  need 
adjustment  on  the  BLM's  South  Central  Portion  Map.   Inaccuracies 
remain  despite  discussions  in  1986  with  BLM  staff  to  make 
changes.   Maps  are  enclosed  to  show  the  necessary  changes  for 
both  districts.   For  Tucson  Mountain  Unit,  the  National  Park 
Service  landownership  and  administrative  boundary  are  larger  than 
indicated  by  BLM.   At  the  Rincon  Mountain  Unit,  the  U.S.  Forest 
Service  boundary  shown  within  the  Monument  does  not  exist  now. 

We  are  also  including  a  map  to  show  the  correct  boundary  for 
Coronado  National  Memorial.   Although  the  Memorial  is  not 
directly  affected  by  the  Phoenix  Resource  Management  Plan,  this 
information  will  help  the  BLM  correct  Coronado's  boundary  on  its 
South  Central  Portion  Map. 

2.  There  are  two  parcels  of  BLM  land  next  to  the  Tucson  Mountain 
Unit,  Saguaro  National  Monument,  that  interest  us.   The  BLM  has 
designated  these  scattered  parcels  for  disposal  possibly  through 
exchange.   Either  State  or  private  ownership  could  result  in  uses 
that  might  be  detrimental  to  the  Monument's  resources.   One 
parcel  (T.  13  S.,  R.  11  E.,  NE  1/4,  Sec.  29)  contains  and 
endangered  plant,  the  Tumamoc  globeberry,  and  the  second  parcel 
(T.  13  S.,  R.  12  E.,  SE  1/4,  Sec  9)  is  an  area  of  local 
controversy  about  mineral  entry. 


33-1.    The  South  Central  Portion  map  reflects  our 

understanding  of  the  National  Park  Service  (NPS) 
boundaries  of  land  under  NPS  ownership  in  1986.   The 
NPS  map  shows  the  park  boundary  limits  established  by 
Congress,  within  which  the  NPS  would  attempt  to 
acquire  any  non-public  land. 

The  U.S.  Forest  Service  boundaries  shown  within  the 
Rincon  Mountain  unit  and  the  incorrect  Coronado 
National  Memorial  boundary  are  errors  reflected  in  the 
base  map  used  to  develop  the  three  BLM  maps. 

Maps  printed  in  the  future  will  reflect  the 
NPS-suggested  changes  for  all  three  areas. 


■SHI 


£■■■ 


33-2 


We  would  like  to  have  these  two  parcels  transferred  to  the 
National  Park  Service,  an  action  that  is  endorsed  by 
environmental  groups.   In  the  past,  BLM  has  generously 
transferred  some  adjacent  parcels  to  Saguaro  National  Monument 
Your  consideration  of  another  transaction  would  be  appreciated. 

In  summary,  we  commend  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management's  efforts  to 
consolidate  landownership  and  create  Resource  Conservation  Areas 
which  will  allow  the  agency  to  have  more  manageable  units.   If 
you  have  any  questions  about  these  comments,  please  contact  Jim 
Laney,  General  Superintendent,  Southern  Arizona  Group   at 
FTS  261-4959. 

Sincerely, 


Ut  ~ 


33-2. 


In  the  proposed  RMP  these  parcels  have  been  identified 
for  retention  in  public  ownership  pending 
Congressional  action  to  expand  the  monument's 
boundaries. 


[T\  -(Ww^u 


{ 


^  Stanley  T.  Albright 

Regional  Director,  Western  Region 

Enclosures  3 


3 

=] 
m 
z 

o 
o 
s 

2 

m 

> 
Z 

a 

jO 

m 

go 
TJ 

O 

■z. 

GO 

m 
w 


Blue     Grama 


o 

o 

CO 


33 


o 

> 
z 
a 

o 

o 
o 

3D 

a 
z 

o 
2 


ROSE  MOFFORD.  <*, 


34 


LARRY  D   ADAMS    Bullhead  Cffy.  CDMMi 
FRANCES  W    WERNER.  Tucson 
THOMAS  G    WOODS.  JR  ,  Phoena 
PHILLIP  W   ASHCROFT   Eagar 
GORDON  K    WHITING    KtoiXty*" 

Dim* 

TEMPLE  A    REYNOLDS 


DUANE  L    SHROUFE 


-# 


ARIZONA    GAME    A    FISH    DEPARTMENT 

2222  W^t^^u^f  (%~U        GK~~*.   ^ur^i5023         942  3000 

April    29,    1988 


Mr.  Arthur  E.  Tower 

Area  Manager 

Phoenix  Resource  Area 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

2015  West  Deer  Valley  Road 

Phoenix,  Arizona  85027 


■o 
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34-2 


Dear  Mr.  Tower: 

The  Arizona  Game  and  Fish  Department  has  reviewed  the  draft 
Phoenix  Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP)  and  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (EIS) ,  and  we  respectfully  provide  the  following 
comments  - 

The  RMP  document,  as  we  understand,  replaces  the  three  Management 
Framework  Plans  (MFPs)  which  preceded  this  process.  We  also  note 
that  the  RMP  is  intended  to  meet  the  requirements  of  the  Federal 
Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  (FLPMA).  It  is  the  Department's 
belief  that  the  document  lacks  enough  detail  to  meet  FLPMA 
guidelines  for  wildlife  resources.  The  previous  MFPs  contained 
specific  standards  and  guidelines  to  attain  wildlife  resource 
objectives.  The  current  RMP  document  is  completely  lacking  in 
similar  content. 

We  believe  a  primary  issue  relative  to  this  draft  RMP  is  Land 
Tenure  Adjustment.  The  alternatives  considered  within  the  RMP  do 
not  present  any  options  for  this  issue.  Therefore,  we  believe 
the  four  alternatives  considered  do  not  meet  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  requirements.  Though 
alternatives  A  and  D  provide  extreme  baseline  comparisons  (no 
action  and  total  disposal  alternatives),  alternatives  B  and  C 
reflect  little  substantive  difference  in  land  management 
decisions.  The  consequences  of  addressing  planning  issues  (i.e. 
land  tenure  adjustments)  in  dissimilar  ways  is  not  addressed,  as 
required  under  NEPA.  Discounting  alternatives  which  retain  lands 
in  Apache  and  Navajo  counties,  because  of  potentially  complex 
land  trades  needed  to  block  up  lands  (page  41)  ,  does  not  appear 
justified,  when  compared  to  recent  BLM  land  exchanges. 


The  guidelines  for  land  disposal  provided  for  in  FLPMA  are  cited 
numerous  times  throughout  the  document-- tracts  difficult  and 
uneconomical  to  manage.  However,  with  the  exception  of 
unpatented  mining  claims   (page  lc)   there  is  little  mention  of 


34-1.    The  RMP  does  replace  older  MFPs.   However,  as  stated 
on  page  1  of  the  draft  RMP,  "MFP  decisions  that  still 
have  merit  are  being  carried  forward  and  are 
incorporated  into  this  RMP." 

Refer  also  to  the  General  Response  to  comments. 


34-2.    An  option  for  retaining  land  in  Apache  and  Navajo 

Counties  and  the  consequent  impact  on  resolving  the 
land  tenure  adjustment  issue  is  analyzed  in 
Alternative  A  of  the  draft  RMP /EIS.   As  discussed  on 
page  41  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS,  other  alternatives  which 
would  create  public  land  blocks  in  the  two  counties 
through  exchanges  were  also  considered  . 
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34-3 


resource/wildlife    values    are    present.  ^ 


public 
natural 


-u 


34-4 


Itrue'l^t^nanr^L^L:^-  £«  T^  did  "0t  ««««  the 

ownership  is  in  the  assessment  of  ^Tp"9,""6  land  and  Private 
and  others,  as  it  relates  to  Ln»  ►    Preferred  Alternative  (B)  , 
stated  in  several  places  that  ?BLM  °n  Pr™9h°™  habitat.   it   s 
habitat  accounts  for  on  it  .evL      ^ministration  of  pronghorn 
the  assessment  area  (pagL Tl7 °  ,K,  °f  'he  *0tal  habit't  in 
consequences   conclusion   for   pronahnrn  '  ^?   the  enviro™^tal 
percent  of  the  total  habitat  in  Z'  k    !tateS   that  only   "t»° 
eventually  be  abandoned  asa  «.£ ^f"  J"330  —ties  would 
(Page  148).    This,   in  our  oolninn      SUb,dlVlslon  development- 
impact   of   this   proposed   lio^HH^    9r°fsly  underestimates  the 
area.    The  Departments    !      ™  °f  public  lands   *n  the 
records  indicate  that  BfM  ^°graPhlc   Information   System   (GIS? 
the  project  area      ts^A   J    2^^"  ,°f  Pron9h°"  range  in 
lands)   accounts  for  10  percent'   «:/,.   '  3B '  4A'  4B '  less  "SFS 
private  56.8  percent.   V      L't   ^  28"2  P^cent,  and 
10  percent  of  BLM-admini s tered ori' k  .  "  the  loSS  of  this 
the  future  development  in  the  afea  ^^n     t^    "U1  facilitate 
term.    Not  only  win   1   /  '  '  l?  "ot  sh°rt  term,  then  long 
habitat  represent  a  potential  £fJ  "    °"  °f  Public  Pronghorn 
than  two  percent  of  the  toV/i        u   habitat,  but  far  greater 
to   futureP  development.     As   iT^hl  WU1  be  PO^ntially  lost 
patterns  serve  as^  somewhat  of  a'  deterrent  ^^      °WnershiP 
ensure  some  kind  of  maintenance  of  open  space     deVeloPment  ■"» 


34-3. 


34-4. 
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forward  for  the  reasons  stated  on  page  41  of  the  draft 


than  actually  exist'  In  an "  s   S^Tt^"1" 
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including  pronghorn.  Ullllfe' 


34-5 


34-6 


Additionally,  the  lack  of  recognition  of  the  resource  value 
within  Apache  and  Navajo  counties  (page  23)  is  clearly  in 
error.  For  instance,  the  draft  RMP  appears  to  discount  the  value 
of  the  pronghorn  habitat  in  Apache  and  Navajo  counties  which 
supports  low  or  lower  densities,  accounting  for  93  percent  of  the 
habitat  (page  117).  This  habitat,  despite  low  densities,  still 
represents  important  habitat  for  pronghorn,  even  on  a  statewide 
scale.  It  must  be  emphasized  that  the  density  classes  represent 
averages  for  relatively  large  acreages,  and  that  considerable 
pronghorn  populations  inhabit  these  areas,  though  in  a  non- 
uniform distribution.  The  fact  that  resource  values  are 
discounted  over  much  of  the  RMP  area  is  further  illustrated  by 
the  statement  that  "All  disposal  lies  outside  the  RCAs  (Resource 
Conservation  Areas).  The  land  is  mostly  scattered  parcels 
exhibiting  few  or  low  natural  resource  values"  (page  23).  It  has 
been  the  Department's  contention  that  this  is  not  the  case,  as 
the  lands  in  Apache  and  Navajo  counties  hold  considerable  value 
for  pronghorn,  nongame  (e.g.  Ferruginous  hawk),  and  T&E  species 
(e.g.  paperspine  cactus).  Yet  another  example  of  how  the 
potential  resource  values  of  lands  here  have  been  discounted  is 
evident  on  page  11,  where  it  is  stated  that  the  "inventory 
conducted  by  the  BLM  and  AGSFD  has  not  identified  any  occupied 
(black-footed  ferrett)  areas  or  areas  considered  to  be  potential 
habitat  (i.e.  the  presence  of  large  prairie  dog  town 
complexes),"  This  survey  is  just  now  being  completed,  and 
numerous  large  prairie  dog  town  complexes  have  indeed  been 
located  throughout  the  area.  The  PA  would  certainly  preclude 
consideration  of  future  potential  habitat  designation  for  black- 
| footed  ferrett. 

Additional  comments/information  on  species  of  special  concern 
follow : 

Desert  Tortoise 

The  designation  of  a  Special  Management  Area  for  management  of 
desert  tortoise  and  the  development  of  an  activity  plan  is  an 
excellent  approach  for  addressing  tortoise  issues.  However,  the 
Picacho  Mountain  SMA  is  too  small  and  does  not  include  important 
habitat  on  the  adjacent  lower  mountain  slopes  and  bajada.  To 
insure  long-term  tortoise  populations,  BLM  should  direct  its 
efforts  toward  the  special  management  of  greater  acreage.  This 
can  be  accomplished  by  seeking  acquisition  of  the  state  land 
surrounding  the  Picacho  Mountains  and/or  by  placing  special 
management  designation  on  a  larger  block  of  contiguous  BLM 
tortoise  habitat.  Including  the  desert  tortoise  as  part  of  the 
Silver  Bell  Bighorn  Sheep  Management  Area  would  be  compatible 
with  the  goals  for  that  area. 


34-5.     It  was  not  the  BLM's  intent  to  indicate  that  low 

resource  values  equate  to  no  resource  values  on  land 
outside  the  proposed  RCAs.   No  resource  value  was 
discounted  during  the  development  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS. 

The  paperspined  cactus  is  not  a  threatened  or 
endangered  species. 

The  results  of  the  black-footed  ferret  inventory  were 
not  available  to  the  BLM  before  the  draft  RMP/EIS  was 
printed.   The  completed  inventory  identified  13 
prairie  dog  towns  meeting  the  criteria  for  potential 
black-footed  ferret  use.   None  of  the  towns  was  found 
to  be  occupied  by  ferrets. 


34-6.     Refer  to  responses  18-6  and  18-7. 
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34-7 


34-8 


34-9 


34-10 


34- 


Little  Colorado  River  Spinedace 

Disposing  of  any  properties  which  provide  habitat  for  a  listed 
threatened  species  must  be  carefully  scrutinized.  The  fact  that 
BLM  currently  administers  the  only  federal  lands  on  Silver  Creek 
increases  the  priority  for  maintaining  federal  presence  along  the 
creek.  This  presence  provides  the  only  opportunity  to  maintain 
the  population  that  currently  exists  in  Silver  Creek.  To  abandon 
these  properties,  based  on  the  supposition  that  the  Silver  Creek 
population  will  sooner  or  later  be  lost  anyway  (page  146),  is 
derelict  in  BLM's  responsibilities  as  imposed  under  the 
Endangered  Species  Act,  and  by  BLM's  internal  policies.  In 
addition,  on  the  maps  provided,  public  lands  are  indicated  along 
the  Little  Colorado  River  in  the  vicinity  of  Woodruff.  This  is 
documented  spinedace  habitat,  yet  there  is  no  mention  of  these 
lands  in  discussions  on  this  fish. 

Paperspined  Cactus 

Eliminating  this  special  status  species  entirely  from  BLM 
management,  through  land  tenure  adjustments,  should  not  occur. 
Retaining  lands  which  include  shared  habitat  values  for  this 
species  with  pronghorn  is  encouraged  (i.e.  the  area  between  State 

Routes  77  and  377)  . 

Tanner  Wash  ACEC 

Expanding  the  boundaries  of  the  Tanner  Wash  ACEC  in  the  preferred 
alternative,  to  reflect  the  boundaries  in  Alternative  C,  would 
include  additional  potential  habitat  for  the  endangered  Peebles 
Navajo  cactus.  Given  the  rarity  and  difficulty  of  accurately 
surveying  for  this  species,  BLM  should  consider  all  available 
opt  ions . 

Waterman  Mountain  ACEC 

Potential  habitat  for  Tumamoc  globeberry  and  Thornber  fishhook 
cactus  would  be  included  within  this  ACEC,  if  the  boundaries 
would  reflect  that  in  Alternative  C.  Documented  occurrences  of 
both  species  are  within  similar  habitat  from  only  a  few  miles 
from  the  expanded  ACEC  boundary. 

In  conclusion,  the  Department  recognizes  a  major  deficiency  in 
the  draft  RMP/EIS  in  the  land  tenure  adjustment  issue.  We 
recommend  that  the  BLM  give  further  consideration  to  an 
alternative  for  this  issue,  which  addresses  the  high  natural 
resource/wildlife  values  present  in  Navajo  and  Apache  counties, 
and  which  can  address  BLM's  objective  for  pronghorn  management 
"to  increase  the  capability  of  public  land  habitat  to  support 
pronghorn"  and  to  ensure  protection  of  other  valuable  resources, 
such  as,  the  paperspined  cactus. 


34-7. 


34-8. 


34-9. 


34-10. 


The  public  land  parcels  near  Woodruff  are  not  listed 
by  USFWS  as  being  within  the  habitat  area  covered 
under  the  listing  of  Little  Colorado  River  spinedace. 

Refer  also  to  response  22-3. 


Ongoing  research  and  inventory  as  well  as  a  USFWS 
status  survey  for  the  species  indicate  that  this 
cactus  has  relatively  stable,  federally  protected 
populations  in  New  Mexico  which  do  not  require  listing 
as  threatened  or  endangered.   Recent  inventory 
indicates  that  the  paperspined  cactus  occurs  in 
densities  of  up  to  900  plants  per  square  mile  in 
portions  of  its  habitat  in  Arizona.   The  known  range 
of  the  plant  in  the  RMP  area  covers  approximately  720 
snuare  miles  1"  navairt  fminH,   t  ^n^  .i^p  a«H 
development  patterns  in  Navajo  County  would  likely 
remain  unchanged  over  most  of  this  habitat  regardless 
of  ownership,  with  livestock  grazing  as  the 
predominate  use.   Exchanges  within  the  cactus'  habitat 
would  not  be  expected  to  affect  the  federal  listing 
status  of  the  species. 


In  the  proposed  RMP  the  boundary  of  the  proposed 
Tanner  Wash  ACEC  has  been  revised  to  include  not  only 
all  known  populations  of  the  Peebles  Navajo  cactus  but 
also  the  potential  habitat  thought  necessary  for 
eventual  recovery  of  the  species.   See  map  2-18  in 
this  document. 


Potential  habitat  for  Tumamoc  globeberry  and  Thornber 
fishhook  cactus  is  found  throughout  the  proposed 
Silver  Bell  Resource  Conservation  Area.   No  additional 
protection  for  these  species  would  result  by  adopting 
the  draft  RMP/EIS  Alternative  C  boundaries  for  the 
ACEC. 
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34-11.    Refer  to  response  34-2. 


One  particular  planning  methodology  proposed  in  this  draft  RMP , 
which  is  unique  to  BLM' s  current  RMP  planning  effort,  is  the 
resource  conservation  area  (RCA).  The  Department  supports  this 
effort  to  subdivide  RMP  areas  into  smaller,  more  manageable 
blocks,  where  specific  resource  issues  or  resource  values  can  be 
emphasized  and  enhanced  in  the  long  term. 

The  Department  recognizes  the  major  effort  that  went  into  the 
development  of  this  draft  RMP/EIS,  and  appreciates  the 
opportunities  that  we  have  had  to  review  and  provide  comment.  A 
separate  list  of  comments  specific  to  the  draft  document  is 
attached . 


S  incerely , 


(& 


a 


Duane  L.  Shroufe 
Deputy  Director 


r 
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Arizona  Game  and  Fish  Department 
Specific  Comments  on  Draft  RMP/EIS 


Page  21,  Figure  2-1,  BLM  Land  Exchange  Process 

34_|o|The  "MP  fails  to  discuss  the  Notices  of  Realty  Action   (NORA) 
'| currently  being  processed  by  Phoenix  District. 

Page  24,  Issue  2,  Alternative  B 


34-13 


34-14 


34-15 


We  recommend  adding  a  sentence  to  specifically  prohibit  the 
development  of  a  road  to  the  Newman  Peak  communications  site; 
access  could  be  by  helicopter. 

Page  26,  Table  2-3 

Under  the  Appleton-Wh i t te 1 1  ACEC,  the  implication  of  "...prohibit 
land  use  actions  except  as  authorized  by  Research  Ranch"  suggests 

the  possibility  of  public  access  closure,  which  the  Department 
must  oppose. 

Page  27 

Special  Management  Areas  (SMAs)  should  include  language  for 
cooperative  planning  and  management  with  the  Arizona  Game  and 
Fish  Department.  AGFD  should  be  a  cooperator  for  Coordinated 
Resource  Management  Plans  (CRMPs),  as  well. 

Pages  28-29,  Table  2-4 

Coyote  Mountains  Recreation  Management  Area.  We  recommend  to 
specifically  add  hunting  as  a  recreation  value.  AGFD  should  be  a 
cooperator  in  developing  the  access  plan. 


34-12.   Routine  management  practices  occurring  on  a  day-to-day 
basis  are  not  relevant  topics  for  discussion  in  an 
RMP.   NORAs  are  only  one  part  of  an  administrative 
action  in  carrying  out  decisions  made  through  existing 
Bureau  planning.   AG&FD  receives  and  has  opportunity 
to  comment  on  all  land  exchange  NORAs  issued  by  the 
Phoenix  District. 

The  role  of  NORAs  in  the  BLM  land  exchange  process  is 
illustrated  in  Figure  2-1  on  page  21  of  the  draft 
RMP/EIS. 


34-13.    Refer  to  responses  29-6  and  29-7. 


34-14.   The  AG&FD  will  be  consulted  if  closure  of  public 
access  to  BLM-administered  land  is  contemplated. 


34-15.    The  AG&FD  has  always  been  an  important  contributor  in 
the  development  of  BLM  activity  plans.   We  expect  the 
close  cooperation  to  continue  in  all  areas  of  mutual 
interest  and  responsibility. 
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Agua  Blanco  Ranch  Multiple  Resource  Management  Area  and  Cocoraque 
Butte-Waterman  MRMA.  AGFD  should  be  included  in  development  of 
the  access  plan.  Also,  hunting  should  specifically  be  included 
as  a  valid  activity. 

Silverbell  Desert  Bighorn  Sheep  Management  Area.  AGFD  should  be 
the  primary  cooperator,  and  named  as  such,  for  development  of  the 
activity  plan.  Also,  we  recommend  including  desert  tortoise  and 
Harris'  hawk  as  key  species  in  this  area. 


Picacho   Mountains   Desert   Tortoise 


34-16 


34-17 


34-18 


Management   Area. 


The 
Department  supports  Alternative  B  for  communications  site 
development,  also  the  ACEC  designation  under  Alternative  B.  We 
compliment  the  Bureau  for  recognizing  the  high-value  riparian  and 
native  plant  values.  However,  we  are  concerned  about  the  implied 
loss  of  hunting  recreation  opportunities  on  2,341  acre  = 
associated  with  the  Appleton-Whi ttell  ACEC.  The  Department 
opposes  a  hunting  closure  of  these  lands. 

We  are  somewhat  puzzled  by  the  vast  array  of  SpeciaJ.  Management 
designations,  and  what  they  mean,  under  Alternative  B.  The 
document  never  explains  what  is  meant  by  certain  terms,  such  as 
"...manage  to  enhance  recreation  values"  and  "...manage  for 
conservation  values."  We  are  particularly  concerned  about  the 
absence  of  any  reference  to  hunting  recreation  and  active 
cooperation  with  the  Arizona  Game  and  Fish  Department. 

We  specifically  do  not  understand  the  desert  tortoise  emphasis  in 
the  Picacho  Mountains.  The  majority  of  prime  desert  tortoise 
habitat  in  the  Picacho  Mountains  is  at  elevations  below  BLH 
holdings.  Conversely,  the  S i lverbel 1-West  S i lverbell-Ragged  Peak 
area  is  high-quality  desert  tortoise  habitat,  with  a  viable 
population  that  would  benefit  from  active  management  efforts. 

We  consider  it  ironic  that  BLM  proposes  to  "protect"  a  tortoise 
population  already  impacted  by  construction  of  the  Central 
Arizona  Project  (CAP)  Canal,  and  on  a  mountain  with  minimal  to  no 
livestock  grazing  of  lands  under  BLM  control.  The  Silverbell 
Complex,  in  contrast,  would  benefit  tremendously  from  management 
efforts  by  the  BLM.  Therefore,  we  strongly  recommend  the 
designation  of  the  Silverbell  area  as  a  sheep  and  tortoise 
Management  Area. 


34-19 1  We   alS°   que5tion   the   closure   of   any   roads 
|  Mountains  which  access  existing  AGFD  catchments. 

Page  31,  Issue  5  -  Recreation  Management 


in   the   Picacho 


34-20 


Table  2-4  does  not  describe  the  management  goals  and  planned 
actions  in  any  detail.  Again,  hunting  is  never  mentioned,  nor  is 
the  commitment  to  cooperate  with  AGFD  ever  mentioned.  We 
strongly  recommend  significant  expansion  of  the  document  to 
clearly  explain  the  goals  and  planned  actions  for  all  SMAs. 


34-16 . 


Hunting  is  prominently  mentioned  as  an  important 
recreational  use  in  Chapter  3  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS. 
Recreation  values  are  those  discussed  in  the 
Recreation  Use  section  of  Chapter  3  in  the  draft 
RMP/EIS.   Conservation  values  with  reference  to 
cultural  sites  are  defined  in  the  Glossary  and  in 
Appendix  6  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS. 


34-17.   See  responses  18-2  and  18-7. 


34-18.    See  response  18-6. 


34-19. 


34-20. 
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AG&FD  access  to  service  catchments  is  considered  a 
necessary  function  and  would  not  be  affected  by  public 
access  closures. 


Since  hunting  is  an  important  recreation  use  of  public 
land  (see  Chapter  3  Recreation  Use  section'),  the 
activity  is  expected  to  continue.   During  the 
development  of  activity  plans  detailing  the  methods 
for  achieving  the  identified  management  goals  for 
ACECs  and  special  management  areas,  the  AG&FD  would  be 
consulted  if  any  hunting  restrictions  are  discussed. 
The  close-working  relationship  between  the  BLM  and  the 
AG&FD  is  expected  to  continue  in  all  areas  of  mutual 
interest. 


Page  42,  Land  Tenure  Adjustments 


34-2, 


34-22 


34-23 


34-24 


We  strongly  question  the  conclusions  concerning  the  ability  to 
retain,  or  increase,  BLM  holdings  in  the  Sierrita  and  Las  Guijas 
Mountains.  We  believe  losses  of  wildlife  habitat  for  desert  mule 
deer  and  javelina  will  be  significant  in  the  Sierrita  and  Cerro 
Colorado  Mountains.  A  significant  white-tailed  deer  population 
will  be  sacrificed  via  exchange  of  the  Las  Guijas  Mountains. 

Also,  acquisition  of  the  Tortolita  Mountains,  but  disposal  of  the 
lower  bajada  holdings  and  the  Suizo  Mountains,  will  result  in 
significant  loss  of  upland  Sonoran  desert  habitat,  typified  by 
ironwood  (Olnea  tesota)  ,  palo  verde  (Cercidium  spp. )  ,  mesquite 
(Prosopis  spp. )  ,  and  saguaro  (Carneq  ia  qiqant ia)  .  Associated 
wildlife  include  concentrations  of  Gambel  quail,  javelina,  desert 
mule  deer,  desert  tortoise,  and  Harris1  hawk.  The  Arizona  Game 
and  Fish  Department  is  becoming  increasingly  more  concerned  with 
BLM  disposal  of  lands  which  exhibit  high  quality  Sonoran  desert 
values. 


The  following  AGFD  wildlife  water  catchments  would  be  removed 
fro*  public  lands: 

-  Owl  Head  Mountain  #5  (AGFD  #103)  NENW  Section  1,  T8S,  RUE 

-  Owl  Head  Mountain  #9  (AGFD  #107)  SWSE  Section  21,  T8S,  R12E 

The  following  catchments  have  access  roads  which  we  require  for 
maintenance : 

-  Picacho  Mountains  #2  (AGFD  #213)  Section  21,  T8S ,  R9E 

-  Picacho  Mountains  #4  (AGFD  #688)  Section  10,  T8S,  R9E  (SW1/)) 

-  Picacho  Mountains  #5  (AGFD  #689)  SEV4  Section  26,  T8S,  R9E 

Page  53,  Map  2-9 

Horsethief  Basin  Lake  is  wrongly  labeled  "Horseshoe  Lake." 
Page  73,  Map  2-25 

The   same  comment   as   for   page   53,   plus  the   legend  denotes  a 
"Recreation  Mgmt.  Area"  that  is  nowhere  to  be  found  on  the  map. 


34-25 


Page  118 

What  is  the  criterion  for  "High  Density  Javelina  Habitat"?  The 
entire  area  between  the  Bradshaw  Mountains  and  S.R.  74  to  the 
south  and  the  map  boundary  to  the  west  is  good  javelina 
habitat.  Wildlife  Management  Unit  20B  receives  considerable  use 
by  archery  and  general  season  javelina  hunters.  The  depiction  on 
the  map  is  misleading,  at  best. 

Page  120,  Javelina 

Highest  density  areas  for  javelina  may  not  have  the  greatest  need 

for  management  emphasis.  As  mentioned  for  the  map  on  page  118, 

javelina  hunting  is  very  important  outside  areas  marked  as  "High 
Density. " 


34-21.    Only  a  small  fraction  of  the  land  in  the  three  areas 

is  public  land.   Little  change  in  current  land  use  is 
expected  as  a  result  of  exchange.   Consequently,  we  do 

not  expect  exchange  of  the  public  land  in  these  areas 
to  affect  wildlife  significantly. 


34-22.   The  proposal  to  exchange  public  land  outside  the 
identified  Resource  Conservation  Area  (RCAs)  for 
non-public  land  within  the  RCAs  would  not  result  in  a 
net  loss  of  the  public  values  mentioned  in  the 
comment.   In  the  White  Canyon  and  Silver  Bell 
Mountains  RCAs,  for  instance,  the  potential  exists  for 
the  BLM  to  acquire  significantly  more  of  these  values 
than  are  given  up  in  exchange. 


34-23.    See  response  34-19. 


34-24.    The  recreation  management  area  is  the  Hells  Canyon 

Recreation  Management  Area.   The  area  is  shown  on  Map 
2-25  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS,  although  slightly  obscured 
by  the  shading  used  to  denote  the  burro  management 
area.   The  area  is  more  clearly  shown  on  Map  2-25  in 
this  document. 


34-25.   The  map  depicts  areas  where  the  highest  densities  of 
javelina  are  expected.   The  reference  used  was  the 
AG&FD's  1985  Big  Game  Distribution  Map. 
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Page  121,  Table  3-16 

__  The  fishing  days  for  Picacho  Reservoir  and  Lake  Pleasant  appear 
34-26  woefully  inaccurate,  as  do  the  hunting  days  at  Picacho.    An 
explanation  of  how  these  numbers  are  derived  may  clear  this  up. 

Page  138,  Table  4-6 

24_p"7  ?avs  for  Picacn°  areas  noted  above  and  Pleasant  have  greatly 
increased;  it's  not  clear  how  these  numbers  have  changed,  or  why. 

Page  148,  Effects  on  Wild,  Free-Roaming  Burros 

Management  of  burros  to  increase  population  levels  to  halt  the 
34-28  population  decline  is  questionable  management.  Burros  are  not 
wildlife,  but  are  feral  animals  which  can  cause  significant 
adverse  impact  to  wildlife  habitat.  There  are  plenty  of  areas  in 
the  western  United  States  where  people  can  see  relic  herds 
without  the  need  to  risk  overpopulation  and  abuse  of  public  land. 

Page  149,  Table  4-8 

34-29    A9ain'     the     fishing    and    hunting    days     for    Picacho    Reservoir    and    a 
[tenfold    increase    in    fishing    at    Pleasant    is    not    clear. 

Page    173,    Appendix    1 


34-30 


We  note  the  inclusion  of  lands  in  TUN,  R3W  in  the  table  of  land 
meeting  FLPMA  Sales  criteria,  but  find  no  mention  of  resources  or 
impacts  to  those  resources  in  the  draft  RHP.  Without  those, 
adequate  analysis  of  impacts  is  impossible. 


34-26.    The  figures  listed  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS  on  page  121, 
Table  3-16,  are  visitor  use  numbers  for  visits  to 
public  land  on  or  near  Picacho  Reservoir  and  Lake 
Pleasant.   These  figures  are  not  total  visitor  use 
figures  for  fishing  or  hunting  visitor  use  days 
either  reservoir. 

34-27.   The  figures  described  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS  on  page 
138,  Table  4-6,  indicate  increased  visitation  to 
public  land  near  Lake  Pleasant  due  to  long-term 
increases  in  the  population  of  Phoenix  and  the  north 
valley  as  well  as  increased  public  use  of  the  enlarged 
and  improved  Lake  Pleasant  Regional  County  Park.   The 
figures  describe  only  visits  on  or  to  public  land  and 
do  not  represent  total  visitor  use  at  the  reservoir. 
The  figures  for  Picacho  Reservoir  are  unchanged  from 
those  presented  in  Chapter  3,  Table  3-16.   The 
described  fishing  and  hunting  visits  are  those 
attributable  only  to  public  land,  not  the  entire 
Picacho  Reservoir. 

34-28.    Public  Law  92-195  makes  the  BLM  responsible  for  the 
welfare  and  protection  of  unclaimed  and  unbranded 
burros  found  on  public  land.   The  management  of  burros 
on  public  land  is  accomplished  at  the  minimum  level 
necessary  to  assure  the  herd's  free-roaming  character, 
health  and  self-sustaining  ability. 

34-29.    The  figures  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS  on  page  149,  Table 
4-8,  describe  a  situation  where  there  would  be  no 
public  land  near  Picacho  Reservoir.   Accordingly, 
fishing  and  hunting  days  attributed  to  public  land  at 
Picacho  Reservoir  would  be  zero.   Under  Alternative  B, 
much  of  the  land  encompassing  Lake  Pleasant  Regional 
County  Park  would  be  public  land  used  by  the  county 
under  a  Cooperative  Recreation  Management  Agreement. 
Visitor  use  of  this  park  land  would  be  considered 
visits  to  public  land;  thus  visits  to  public  land  in 
the  Lake  Pleasant  Resource  Conservation  Area  would 
increase  under  Alternative  B.   Presently,  no  fishing 
activity  attributable  to  use  of  public  land  occur  on 
Lake  Pleasant.   Under  Alternative  B,  a  sizable 
increase  in  the  use  of  public  land  for  fishing 
activity  would  be  anticipated  due  to  an  increase  in 
Public  land  areas  resulting  from  BLM-state  exchanges. 

34-30.    Parcels  listed  in  Appendix  1  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS  are 
those  that  meet  the  criteria  stated  in  the  Federal 
Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  (FLPMA)  for  public  land 
sale.   These  parcels  are  identified  for  disposal  and 
have  been  evaluated  to  determine  whether  they  contain 
values  which  would  preclude  disposal,  either  by 
exchange  or  sale.   If  the  AG&FD  is  aware  of  values  on 
the  parcels  listed  which  might  affect  a  disposal 
decision,  the  BLM  would  appreciate  receiving  this 
information. 
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Grand  Canyon  Chapter  •  Arizona 


RINCON  GROUP 

April  29,  1900 
117  N.  2nd  Avenue 
Tucson,  AZ   85705 
792-2690 

Arthur  E.  Tower 

Manager,  Phoenix  Resource  Area 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 


O 


35-1 


35-2 


Dear  Mr .  Tower : 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  draft 
Phoenix  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact 
Statement. 

I  must  compliment  the  RMP  team  for  the  plan's  emphasis 
on  special  management  of  the  scenic,  recreational,  blotlo, 
and  cultural  values  on  public  lands.  These  are  Important 
resources  for  both  the  health  of  the  land  and  the  health  of 
Arizona's  economy,  as  the  state's  population  grows  and  our 
tourism  Industry  expands. 

For  the  most  part,  we  support  the  plans  laid  out  under 
Alternative  C.  It  gives  significantly  better  protection  to 
sensitive  plant  and  animal  populations,  and  by  extension,  to 
the  ecosystems  they  require.  It  also  does  a  better  Job  of 
protecting  some  other  values.  Especially  praiseworthy  are 
the  Alternative  C  boundaries  of  the  White  Canyon  and  Perry 
Mesa/Larry  Canyon  ACECs.  Ue  also  strongly  support  the 
proposed  R&PPA  transfer  of  BLM  lands  in  the  Tortollta 
Mountains . 

We  would,  however,  like  to  see  some  changes  in 
A  I ternat 1 ve  C: 

1.  The  Waterman  Mountains  ACEC  should  encompass  the  Pan 
Quemado  range.  The  ACEC  Is  apparently  meant  as  a  refuge  for 
the  Tumamoc  globeberry,  which  clearly  has  habitat  extending 
through  the  Pan  Quemado  area.  More  significantly,  the  Pan 
Quemados  may  also  support  a  population  of  Thornber's 
fishhook  cactus,  and  would  appear  from  the  ground  to  be  good 
desert  tortoise  habitat.  Thus,  a  larger  ACEC  could  provide 
protection  for  all  three  species. 

.  The  Silver  Bell  Desert  Bighorn  SMA  should  also  be  managed 
for  desert  tortoise.  It  contains  far  more  tortoise  habitat 
than  the  Plcacho  Mountains  SMA  proposed  In  Alternative  B, 
and  with  acquisition  of  state  and  private  holdings  between 


35-1.    The  Waterman  Mountains  ACEC  encompasses  populations  of 
the  endangered  Nichol  Turk's  head  cactus.   Habitat  for 
Tumamoc  globeberry  and  Thornber  fishhook  cactus  is 
found  throughout  the  proposed  Silver  Bell  RCA.   Adding 
Pan  Quemado  to  the  ACEC  boundary  would  not  add 
significantly  to  protection  efforts  for  any  of  the 
three  species. 


35-2.    Refer  to  response  18-6. 
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4.  Alternative  C  should  Include  the  Alternative  B  proposal 
of  R&PPA  transfers  to  Pima  County  of  Saginaw  Hill  and  Tucson 
Mountain  Park  Extension  (p. 31). 

In  addition  to  those  particulars,  we  have  some  comments 
on  the  document  as  a  whole: 
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the  Silver  Bells  and  Ragged  Top,   it  creates  a  well-defined 
and  manageable  area  of  prime  tortoise  habitat.  Management 
should  include  an  end  to  livestock  grazing,  as  cattle  are  a 
principle  cause  of  turtle  mortality  (as  mentioned  on  p. 
117);  closure  of  most  existing  roads  and  trails,  to  prevent 
tortoise  collecting  (p. 117)  and  disturbance  of  bighorn  sheep 
(p.  115);  and  closure  to  new  mining  claims,  to  prevent 
bighorn  disturbance,  heavy  human  use,  and  construction  of 
new  access  roads  (pp.  115  S<  117). 

3.  The  Picacho  Mountains  should  be  managed  as  a  desert 
tortoise  SMA,  as  proposed  in  Alternative  B,  and  not  as  a 
CRMA.  Recreation-oriented  management  would  have  significant 
damaging  effects  on  the  tortoise  population  (p. 155). 
Management  should  include  an  end  to  lifestock  grazing,  and 
cooperative  management  with  the  State  Land  Department  for 
the  health  of  the  tortoise  population  on  adjacent  bajada 
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35-3 


35-4 


5.  The  Yuma  Mine  property  CT13S,  R12E,  S9)  should  be  closed 
to  new  mining  claims.  Efforts  should  be  made  to  retire  the 
existing  claims,  and  the  land  should  be  transferred  through 
RS.PPA  to  the  U.S.  Park  Service.  Similar  closure  and 
transfers  should  be  done  for  public  lands  in  Sections  28, 
33,  and  34.  All  these  parcels  are  apparently,  and 
inappropriately,  listed  for  disposal  in  the  RMP  (p.  174). 

6.  The  discussion  of  Minerals  Management  (p. 15)  should 
include  a  section  on  closure  of  land  to  new  mineral  entry. 
True  multiple  use  management  must  include  a  willingness  to 
exclude,  in  some  areas,  uses  which  are  incompatible  with 
other  uses  or  with  existing  and  desired  values. 

7.  Management  plans  for  val„ues  that  conflict  with  grazing, 
such  as  riparian  habitat  or  desert  tortoise  populations, 
should  include  explicit  discussion  of  reducing  or  retiring 
grazing  allotments  and/or  construction  of  cattle  exclosures. 


35-51  9'  The  South  Bradshaws  and  Ragged  Top  USAs  should  be 
**     |  included  in  the  table  on  p.  184. 


35-3. 


35-4. 


35-5. 


Refer  to  response  33-2. 


When  the  approved  RMP  is  implemented,  activity  plans 
will  be  developed  detailing  the  methods  for  achieving 
the  identified  management  goals  for  ACKCs  and  special 
management  areas.   In  compliance  with  NEPA,  all 
appropriate  measures  will  be  taken  to  mitigate  impacts 
to  important  values  in  each  area. 

The  South  Bradshaws  East  and  Ragged  Top  WSAs  were 
studied  in  the  Arizona  Mohave  Wilderness  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement,  not  the  Phoenix 
Wilderness  Final  EIS. 


35-6 


35-7 


9.  The  "Little  long-nosed  bat"  (p.  11  5<  190)  should  be 
referred  to  as  "Sanborn's  long-nosed  bat".  It  should 
probably  also  be  upgraded  to  status  C-l,  as  USFUS  has 
officially  proposed  to  determine  Endangered  status  for  it 
{Federal  Register,  July  6,  1987,  pp.  25271 -2527A) . 

10.  A  blanket  policy  of  full  fire  suppression  (p.  19)  is  not 
appropriate.  Wildfires  should  be  allowed  to  burn  when  not  a 
human  hazard,  as  they  can  contribute  significantly  to 
natural  ecological  processes.   In  particular,  they  can 
benefit  wildlife  by  enhancing  the  forage  available. 


35-8 
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11.  Restricting  vehicles  wlthi 

n  SMAs  tc 

"ex i s ti ng . roads  and 

trails"  (pp.  28-30,  37-39)  Is 

not  an  ac 

equate  prescription. 

Past  off-road  vehicle  use  has, 

In  many 

places,  created 

unneeded  and  inappropriate  tra 

lis  that 

wou 1 d  be 

"grandfathered"  in  under  that 

d  i  rect 1 ve 

I n  add  i  t  i  on ,  few 

areas  have  had  detailed  Invent 

ories  done  on  their  roads  and 

trails,  so  there  Is  no  standar 

d  of  "exi 

sting"  with  which  to 

determine  that  a  road  or  trail 

is  new . 

The  only  workable 

management  tool  to  limit  undes 

ireable  vehicle  use  is  to 

close  all  roads  and  trails  unl 

ess  they 

are  signed  open  (Off- 

Road  Vehicles  on  Public  Land, 

Council  on  Environmental 

Quality,  1979;  "Impacts  and  Management 

of  Off-Road 

Vehicles",  USGS,  1977).  This  was  consid 

ered  and  rejected  for 

the  Phoenix  District  as  a  whol 

e  (p. 42), 

an  appropriate 

measure  given  the  scattered  an 

d  diverse 

nature  of  the  lands 

involved.  It  absolutely  should 

be  implemented,  however,  on 

SMAs  and  ACECs,  as  they  are  we 

1 1 -define 

d  and  manageable 

parcels  with  Identified  values 

in  need 

of  protection. 

12.  Tables  describing  the  ACECs  and  SMAs  should  also  list 
the  grazing  allotments  associated  with  those  areas.  This 
would  allow  cross-reference  to  Appendices  2,  3,  and  4  (pp. 
175-184)  and  to  other  documents  on  range  condition  and 
management . 


Your  s , 


9^n^r 

Dale  S.  Turner 
Conservation  Chair 
Rlncon  Group 


35-6.    The  Sanborn's  long-nosed  bat  has  been  removed  from  the 
Phoenix  Resource  Area's  special  status  list.   The 
species  is  not  known  to  inhabit  areas  under  our 
administration. 


35-7.    Activity  plans  developed  for  ACECs  and  special 

management  areas  would  identify  areas  where  less  than 
full  suppression  of  fires  or  prescribed  burning  would 
be  beneficial  in  achieving  the  management  goals 
described  for  the  areas. 


35-8.    Site-specific  activity  planning  will  evaluate  ORV 
signing  needs  necessary  to  achieve  ORV  management 
goals.   The  use  of  ORV  signing  would  be  restricted  to 
marking  major  entry  points  administered  by  the  BLM  and 
other  specific  areas  (ACECs,  special  management 
areas).   In  high  visibility  and  use  areas,  signing  may 
be  needed  to  acquaint  users  with  ORV  designations  and 
describe  where  visitors  can  obtain  additional 
information.   Intensive  signing  is  anticipated  only  in 
areas  with  identified  management  concerns  (ACECs  and 
special  management  areas).   Signing,  public  education 
efforts,  a  visitor  use  map  (with  ORV  policies 
described)  and  BLM  ranger  patrols  should  be  adequate 
to  ensure  compliance  with  ORV  management  policies. 
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THE  WILDLIFE  SOCIETY,  ARIZONA  CHAPTER 

PO  Bo*  1  1  135 
Phoenix.  AZ  85017 


26   April    1988 


Mr.  Arthur  E.  Tower 
Phoenix,  Resource  Area  Manger 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
2015  West  Deer  Valley  Road 
Phoenix,  Arizona   85027 
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Dear  Mr .  Tower : 


i  J 


36- 


36-2 


The  Wildlife  Society  (TWS )  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the 
Draft  Phoenix  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Envi  ronmental  Impact  Statement 
(RMP).   We  commend  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  on  the  proposed 
designation  of  seven  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACEC).   Our 
main  comments  on  the  RMP  involve  requests  for  ACEC  boundary  modifications; 
Impacts  to  Federal ly  threatened  and  endangered  (T&E)  species,  riparian 
habitats,  and  Sonoran  Desert  upland  bajadas;  and  the  Inadequate  management 
prescriptions.   Please  consider  the  following  comments . 

AREAS  OF  CRITICAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONCERN 

1.  TWS  strongly  supports  ACEC  designations  for  Baboquivari  Mountains, 
Waterman  Mountains,  White  Canyon,  Perry  Mesa,  Larry  Canyon,  Tanner  Wash, 
and  Apple ton-Whit tell .   We  request ,  however ,  a  more  detailed  analysis  of 
areas  that  were  rejected  for  this  designation . 

2 .  We  urge  implementation  of  Alternative  C  for  Perry  Canyon  ACEC  and  the 
expansion  of  the  boundaries  to  include  T.  ION.,  R.  3E-,  Sections  10,  11, 
and  12.   This  expansion  will  allow  acquisition  of  Gi  la  intermedia  and 
riparian  habitat .   This  riparian  habitat  includes  cienega  and  deciduous 
broadleaf  riparian  forest  components. 

3.  We  also  urge  implementation  of  Alternative  C  boundary  designations  for 
the  Waterman  Mountains  and  Tanner  Wash  to  maximize  known  and  potential 
special  status  species  habitat.   Sections  T.  18N. ,  R.  21E.,  Section  11  and 
15  contain  a  candidate  category  1  endangered  plant  and  should  be  acquired 
as  part  of  the  Tanner  Wash  ACEC. 


36-1-    Refer  to  responses  22-4  and  22-5. 


36-2.    Refer  to  responses  3-2  and  29-12. 


36-3 
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36-4 


36-5 


36-6 


36-7 


36-8 


36-9 


4.  TWS  requests  that  the  Black  Canyon  RCA  boundaries  be  modified  to 
Include  T.  UN.,  R.  2E.,  E  1/2  Section  22,  E  1/2  Section  27,  and  E  1/2 
Section  34.   In  addition,  acquisition  of  T.  12N.,  R.  3E.,  E  1/2  Section  6, 
and  T.  13N.,  R.  3E .  SW  1/4  Section  31  would  ensure  federal  protection  of 
the  entire  perennial  stretch  of  Ash  Creek. 

THREATENED  AND  ENDANGERED  SPECIES 

5.  Implementation  of  this  RKP  constitutes  a  major  federal  action  and 
therefore  requires  consultation  with  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  under 
Section  7  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  for  T&E  species  affected  by  this 
action.   Impacts  to  affected  T&E  species  are  Inadequately  described  in  this 
document  and  should  be  analyzed  In  a  separate  biological  assessment.   Both 
positive  and  negative  Impacts  will  result  from  land  disposal  and 
acquisition  and  from  changes  in  land  management  practices.   In  addition, 
BLM  should  confer  with  FWS  regarding  impacts  to  Federally  proposed  species. 

6.  This  RMP  is  an  appropriate  vehicle  to  define  Recovery  Plan  objectives 
and  actions  for  T&E  species  affected  by  this  action.  BLM  should  use  this 
planning  document  to  meet  and  enhance  the  objectives  of  existing  recovery 
plans . 

7.  TWS  Is  concerned  that  disposal  of  land  with  candidate  species  listed  in 
Appendix  9,  without  proper  assessment,  may  necessitate  listing  of  those 
species  later.   This  conflicts  with  BLM  policy  to  "identify  habitat 
improvement  or  expansion  efforts  required  to  downllst  or  delist  a  species." 
BLM  should  strive  to  retain  lands  containing  special  status  species  within 
Federal  ownership. 

8.  The  bald  eagle  recolonization  of  the  Agua  Frla  will  be  greatly  affected 
by  BLM  management  of  riparian  habitats  in  Black  Canyon  and  Lake  Pleasant 
RCAs.   Bald  eagle  nesting  trends  should  be  discussed  in  this  document  and 
BLM  should  consider  the  entire  drainage  as  a  single  ecological  unit  when 
prescribing  management  for  this  area. 

9.  BLM  should  reconsider  the  proposed  disposal  of  Little  Colorado  River 
splnedace  habitat  on  Silver  Creek.   This  is  the  only  Federally  owned  parcel 
of  land  along  this  creek  below  the  town  of  Silver  Creek.   This  land  should 
be  retained  in  Federal  ownership  to  ensure  the  continued  survival  of  this 
species  and  allow  for  future  recovery  efforts. 

10.  Disposal  of  land  containing  populations  of  papersplned  cactus  would 
lead  to  the  decline  of  this  species,  however,  the  RMP  states  that  "...  most 
of  the  populations  occur  in  New  Mexico  and  habitat  loss  In  Arizona  is  not 
expected  to  affect  its  status."   We  question  whether  this  habitat  disposal 
Is  an  Insignificant  impact  to  this  species.   In  Arizona,  43  occurrences  are 


36-3. 


36-4. 


36-5. 


36-6. 


36-7. 


36-9. 


Refer  to  responses  29-11  and  29-12. 


Refer  to  response  12-1  and  the  General  Response  to 
Comments  on  Section  7  Consultation. 


Recovery  plan  objectives  are  incorporated  into  the 
management  goals  and/or  planned  actions  for  ACECs  and 
special  management  areas  recommended  in  the  proposed 
RMP. 


The  final  decision  to  dispose  of  land  with  candidate 
species  rests  upon  the  results  of  environmental 
assessments  made  when  a  specific  disposal  action  is 
proposed.   All  environmental  values  are  considered  in 
the  assessment,  including  those  not  considered  issues 
in  this  RMP/EIS. 


The  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  which  administers 
compliance  with  the  Endangered  Species  Act,  agrees 
with  the  BLM's  assessment  of  the  alternatives'  impacts 
to  the  bald  eagle  in  the  Agua  Fria  River  area. 


36-8.    Refer  to  response  22-3. 


Refer  to  response  34-8. 
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documented  In  the  state  at  16  localities,  6  of  which  are  on  BLM  land  .   The 
remaining  10  occurrences  of  the  paperspined  cactus  are  on  State  and  private 
land  receiving  no  formal  protect  ion.   These  6  occurrences  should  be 
retained  in  Federal  management  to  avoid  the  future  need  to  list  this 
species  - 

RIPARIAN  HABITATS 

11-   TWS  considers  riparian  habitats  to  be  the  most  endangered  habitats  In 
Arizona  and  is  concerned  with  the  disposal  of  riparian  habitats  from 
Federal  ownership  through  several  of  the  RMP  alternatives.   BLM  is  required 
to  comply  with  Executive  Orders  11988  and  11990  and  the  BLM  National 
Riparian  Policy  which  require  that  riparian  areas  be  retained  In  federal 
ownership  unless  disposal  is  in  the  public  interest.   This  document  has  not 
adequately  shown  that  the  proposed  riparian  habitat  disposal  is  in  the 
public  interest.   TWS  urges  BLM  to  reconsider  disposal  of  riparian  habitats 
and  to  strive  to  place  add  it  ional  acreage  under  Federal  ownership. 

12.   It  is  difficult  to  match  many  of  the  maps  with  the  associated  tables 
to  follow  BLM's  analytical  processes. 


^fi  I  I  1  *-*'   Table  4-3  should  show  which  riparian  habitats  are  decre 
lare  increased  by  each  alternative. 


ed  and  which 
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14.  BLM  should  Implement  Alternative  C  for  Larry  Creek  and  White  Canyon 
riparian  areas  to  ensure  management  of  upland  watersheds. 

15 .  Management  of  designated  riparian  areas  should  Include  elimination  of 
woodcutting,  an  activity  which  is  generally  adverse  to  a  healthy  riparian 
habitat. 

SONORAN  DESERT  UPLAND  BAJADAS 


36-10. 


Refer  to  response  22-12. 
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36-11.    Refer  to  Appendix  7  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS. 


36-12.   The  Phoenix  Resource  Area  does  not  currently  issue 
woodcutting  permits.  Activity  planning  for  special 
management  areas  and  ACECs  would  address  any  problems 
associated  with  woodcutting,  if  appropriate. 


36-13.    Refer  to  response  34-22. 


36-14.    Refer  to  response  29-7. 
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16.   The  Sonoran  Desert  bajadas  are  extremely  unique  and  diverse  habitats 
found  in  Arizona.   Most  of  these  habitats  around  Phoenix  and  Tucson  are 
directly  or  Indirectly  Impacted  by  housing  developments.   TWS  recommends 
that   the  BLM  reconsider  disposal  of  lands  with  high  quality  Sonoran  Desert 
ba jada  values  and  consider  acquisition  of  add  it ional  parcels  of  this 
habitat.   Specifically,  the  Sllverbell  Mountains,  Picacho  Mountains,  Suizo 
Mountains,  and  Tortoltta  Mountains  contain  quality  Sonoran  Desert  bajada 
habitat . 


36-15.        Refer   to    response   18-7. 


36-14 


17. 


BLM  should  specifically  prohibit  the  development  of  a  road  to  the 


Newman  Peak  communications  site  to  avoid  severance  of  this  habitat- 
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18.   We  commend  BLM  for  the  concept  of  a  desert  tortoise  management  area, 
but  believe  the  current  BLM  boundaries  for  the  Picacho  Mountains  to  be 
Inadequate  for  such  a  designation.   The  current  boundaries  omit  from  BLM 
management  the  bajada  which  contains  the  majority  of  desert  tortoise 


36-15 


36-16 


5 


36-17 


habitat .   We  recommend  that  BLM  expand  the  current  management  boundaries  in 
the  Picacho  Mountains  to  include  bajada  habitat  which  will  enable 
conservation  of  a  minimum  viable  population  of  desert  tortoises. 
Increasing  the  management  area  size  will  ensure  conservation  of  a  more 
Inclusive  ecosystem  for  all  the  species  in  the  Picacho  Mountains, 
especially  with  increased  development  in  this  area  over  the  next  20  years. 

19.  In  addition  to  bighorn  sheep,  the  Sllverbell  Mountains  also  contain  a 
healthy  population  of  desert  tortoises.   This  area  should  be  managed  as 
both  a  bighorn  sheep  and  desert  tortoise  management  area  since  management 
objectives  and  goals  would  be  compatible  for  the  two  species.   BLM  should 
Implement  the  expanded  boundaries  provided  in  Alternative  C  for  the 
Sllverbell  Mountains  for  more  effective  bighorn  sheep  management. 

OBJECTIVES  AND  PRESCRIPTIONS 

20.  The  objectives  and  prescriptions  presented  In  Chapter  2  are  generally 
vague  and  unmeasureable .   Without  detailed  prescriptions,  It  is  impossible 
to  follow  BLM's  impact  analysis  of  RMP  implementation.   At  a  minimum,  BLM 
should  define  management  objectives  and  prescriptions  for  riparian  areas, 
T&E  species,  and  other  wildlife.   Without  better  defined  objectives  and 
prescriptions,  the  document  falls  to  meet  Federal  Land  Policy  and 
Management  Act  guidelines  for  wildlife  resources. 

Again,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  RMP.   Should  you 
require  further  clarification  of  any  of  the  above  comments,  please  contact 
The  Wildlife  Society  at  the  above  address. 


Sincerely  yours , 


36-16.    Refer  to  response  18-6. 


36-17.    Refer  to  the  General  Response  to  Comments  on  the 
Planning  Process. 


SheryV  L .  Barret  t 
President-elect 
Arizona  Chapter 
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MCKINLEY  COUNTY  WILDLIFE  FEDERATION 
1420  Monterey 
Gallup,  New  Mexico  87301 

23  April  1988 


Ar thur  E .  Tower 

Phoenix  Resource  Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Phoenix  Resource  Area 

2015  W.  Deer  Valley  Road 

Phoeni  x  Ar  i  zona 
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Dear    Mr.     Tower: 

The  McKinley  County  (New  Mexico)  Wildlife  Federation 
appreciates  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Phoeni  >: 
Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact 
Statement . 


o 


DC 
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Our  organization  has  recently  became  sensitized  to  the 
importance  of  BLM  Land  Management  Plans  as  they  affect  the 
quality  of  life  in  our  region.  We  realized  almost  too  late 
that  the  New  Mexico  BLM  Farmington  Resource  Area  Management 
Plan  included  a  plan  to  dispose  of  all  "vacant  public  land" 
in  McKinley  County,  New  Mexico.  Now  we  come  to  understand 
that  the  Phoenix  Resource  Area  Management  Plan  proposes  a 
similar  "disposal  plan"  for  all  the  public  land  in  Apache 
and  Navajo  Counties,  Arizona.  We  believe  these  plans  taken 
individually  and  collectively  reflect  an  abandonment  of 
public  interests  in  the  protection  and  management  of 
wildlife  habitat  and  other  natural  resource  management 
interests  in  our  region  of  Arizona  and  New  Mexico.  We 
believe  the  "synergistic"  effects  of  these  plans  which,  if 
implemented,  would  result  in  the  total  loss  of  public 
rangelands  in  East  Centeral  Arizona  and  West  Central  New 
Mexico,  would  result  in  irretrevable  and  irreversible  loss 
of  wildlife  habitat,  open  space  and  natural  resource 
management  in  this  region. 

As  we  understand  the  plan  there  would  be  almost  total 
disposal  of  BLM  Lands  in  Navajo  County,  and  two  fifths  of 
the  public  land  in  Apach£County  under  all  but  the  "no 
action"  plan.  However,  we  come  to  this  conclusion  by  the 
circuitous  method  of  examining  Table  4-1  which  shows  loss 
of  Payment  in  Lieu  of  Tax  Revenues.  It  is  very  distressing 
that  the  plan  does  not  show  in  map  form  which  specific 
public  lands  would  be  disposed  of  in  Apache  and  Navajo 
Counties.  We  would  request  that  these  lands  be  specifically 
identified  and  subject  to  public  review  before  the  plan  is 
f 1 nal i  zed . 

A  second  issue  where  information  is  not  apparently  accurate 
is  in  map  3-4C  purporting  to  show  "Medium  to  High  Density 
Pronghorn  Antelope  Habitat"  in  the  Apache-Navajo  Portion  of 


37-1. 


37-2. 


The  land  tenure  adjustment  issue  is  discussed  on  page 
20  and  under  each  alternative  in  Chapter  2  of  the 
draft  RMP/EIS.  Under  Alternatives  B  and  C,  it  would 
he  the  BLM's  intent  to  consolidate  public  land  into 
Resource  Conservation  Areas  (RCAs)  and  Cooperative 
Recreation  Management  Areas  (CRMAs).   Public  land 
outside  the  RCAs  and  CRMAs  are  identified  for  disposal 
to  another  federal  agency  (i.e.,  public  land  bordering 
the  Petrified  Forest  National  Park  and  the  Saguaro 
National  Monument),  to  local  governments  under  the 
Recreation  and  Public  Purposes  Act  (R&PPA),  by 
exchange  or  sale  (land  identified  in  Appendix  1)  or  by 
exchange  only. 


According  to  the  Arizona  Game  and  Fish  Department 
Pronghorn  Distribution  Map  (1985),  the  area  from  St. 
Johns  to  Sanders  supports  very  sparse  to  sparse 
densities  of  pronghorn. 


37-2 


37-3 


37-4 


the  Resource  Area.  We  believe  that  the  region  between 
Sanders  and  St.  Johns  along  US  666  should  reflect  a  medium 
if  not  high  Pranghorn  density. 

On  page  23  the  plan  mentions  that  "4000"  acres  have  been 
identified  for  disposal  to  benefit  the  Petrified  Forest 
National  Park"  and  an  additional  45236  acres  have  been 
identified  as  suitable  for  disposal  through  state  indemnity 
selection,  state  or  private  excahange  or  sale."  We  can  find 
nowhere  where  these  lands  are     identified.  Would  these  lands 
include  what  we  believe  may  be  part  of  the  medium  to  high 
density  pranghorn  habitat  (see  above)-?  By  inspection  of 
table  4-1  it  would  appear  that  three  fourths  of  this  land 
would  come  from  Apache  and  Navajo  Counties.  Is  this  a 
correct  inference'? 

It  also  would  appear  that  riparian  habitat,  while  increased 
overall  in  the  RMP  would  be  decreased  in  the  Apache-Navajo 
portion.  Specificity  in  the  plan  is  requisite  to  be  sure  of 
this  conclusion.  But  the  pattern  of  substantial  loss  of 
habitat  resources  in  the  Apache-Navajo  portion  is  of 
concern . 


37-3.    Refer  to  responses  37-1  and  37-2. 


37-4. 


Appendix  7  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS  shows  which  riparian 
habitat  would  be  considered  for  disposal  under  each 
alternative. 
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If  we  are    correct  in  this  analysis  we  have  grave  concerns 
over  the  withdrawal  of  federal  public  land  management  on 
both  sides  of  the  New  Mexico  and  Arizona  State  line  as  it 
will  effect  the  ability  to  manage  wildlife  and  riparian 
habitat  in  this  region.  To  this  end  we  propose  the 
foil owi ng : 

1)  BLM  identify  a  "Special  Management  Area"  in  the  Zum 
River,  Surprise  Creek  and  Hardscrabble  Wash  Region.  This 
SMA  would  also  constitute  a  land  acquisition  and 
consolidation  zone  for  Pronghorn  habitat.  An  additional 
benefit  of  consolidation  and  intensive  management  in  this 
area  would  be  protection  of  important  but  badlv  vandalized 
cultural  resources  in  this  zone. 


37-5. 


2)  BLM  identify  all  nat 
riparian  habitat  as  ret 
Only"  zones  (State,  Nat 
acquisition  zones.  The 
wildlife  values  in  arid 
ability  to  manage  and  p 
incompatible  uses,  as  y 
attention  given  to  ripa 
special  concern  already 
redoubled  beyond  the  ac 
consolidation  and  acqui 
like  the  Little  Colorad 
Puerco  River  between  Pe 
existing  BLM  holdings  a 
should  be  expanded. 


ural  surface  water  sources  and 
ention  zones,  "Public  Body  Exchange 
ional  Park  Service,  FS-WS)  ,  or  BLM 
ability  to  manage  and  promote 

regions  is  based  largely  on  the 
rotect  water  sources  from 
ou  recognize  by  the  special 
rian  habitat  in  your  plan.  The 

given  to  these  zones  needs  to  be 
reage  calculations.  Land 

ition  should  take  place  in  areas 
o  River  in  the  Woodruff  area  and  the 
trified  Forest  and  Hoi  brook,  where 
lready  form  protective  anchors  which 
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BLM  parcels  in  the  region  are  identified  for 
acquisition  by  the  state  of  Arizona.   The  state  is 
bound  by  terms  of  a  Memorandum  of  Agreement  to  manage 
the  cultural  values  in  a  manner  consistent  with 
federal  laws  and  regulations.  An  aerial  surveillance 
program,  jointly  managed  by  federal  and  state 
agencies,  exists  in  the  Zuni-Hardscrabble  region  of 
Apache  County.   This  program  is  designed  to  deter 
archaeological  vandalism. 

Alternatives  for  consolidating  more  public  land  in 
Apache  and  Navajo  Counties  were  considered  but  not 
carried  forward  for  the  reasons  stated  on  page  41  of 
the  draft  RMP/EIS. 


Refer  to  responses  3-2,  22-3  and  22-12. 
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BLM  should  allow  no  net  loss  of  Pub  1 
■•;  .che  and  Navajo  Counties.  Exchangee  s 
only  mthin  the  Apache-Navajo  portion  f 
management.  A  net  loss  o-f  public  land 
portion  creates  an  undue  hardship  on  th 
combined  with  similar  BLM  plans  on  the 
the  State  line,  the  combined  effects  wi 
severe  impact  on  the  wildlife  and  recre 
on  this  portion  of  the  Colorado  Plateau 
be  unfair  and  unacceptable  to  our  popul 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  commen 
hope  that  our  comments  will  result  in  a 
plan  for  the  wildlife  and  human  populat 
Navajo  Counties  in  Arizona  and  Mckinley 
Me>:  i  co. 


ic  land  values  in 
hould  be  allowed 
or  consolidation  i  ; 
values  in  this 
e  local  public.  When 
New  Mexico  side  of 
11  result  in  a 
ation  opportunities 
This  result  would 
ation. 

t  on  the  Plan  and 
more  beneficial 

ions  of  Apache  and 
County  in  New 


Sine  er  el y , 
~>     7 

/~l»  zU~  c£y  //  u  ^y-^  *&-< 

Robert    E.     fienapace 
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Exchanges  are  not  projected  to  cause  a  significant 
loss  of  public  land  values  such  as  wildlife  or 
recreational  values.   Little  change  from  current  land 
uses  is  expected  as  a  result  of  proposed  exchanges. 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

BUREAU  OF  RECLAMATION 

LOWER  COLORADO  REGIONAL  OFFICE 

P.O.  BOX  427 

BOULDER  CITY.  NEVADA  89005 

«APfi  „-,     :% 


Memorandum 
To: 


Mr.  Arthur  E.  Tower,  Phoenix  Resource  Area  Manager, 
Burtau  of  Land  Management,  2015  West  Deer  Valley  Road, 
Phoenix,  Arizona   85027 


From:  ^j  Regional  Di 


Subject:   Review  of  Draft  Phoenix  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  (RMP/EIS)  (your  notice  of  January  22,  1988) 

We  have  reviewed  the  subject  RMP/EIS  and  have  the  following  comments  to 
offer. 


General  Comments 

Picacho  Mountain  Resource  Conservation  Area  (RCA)  -  The  majority  of 


38-1 


tortoises  encountered  and  tracked  by  radio  telemetry  during  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  (Reclamation)  sponsored  wildlife  studies  have  been  found  on  the 
bajadas  outside  of  the  boundaries  of  the  currently  proposed  Picacho  Mountain 
RCA.   These  bajadas  contain  the  most  diverse  habitat  and  species  composition 
in  this  mountain  range.   Specifically,  tortoises  were  located  in  T.  8  S., 
R.  9  E. ,  sections  16,  21,  28,  34,  and  35  (see  enclosed  map).   This  RCA  is 
proposed  as  a  Tortoise  Management  Area.   In  order  to  maintain  or  Improve  the 
capability  of  Important  habitat  to  support  existing  populations,  we  believe 
it  is  critical  that  these  areas  be  Included  in  the  RCA.   This  will  enable 
BLM  to  preserve  the  most  intensely  studied  tortoise  population  in  Arizona. 
Although  Reclamation  did  not  conduct  tortoise  studies  on  the  east  side  of 
the  mountain,  we  expect  these  bajadas  to  be  Just  as  important  to  resident 
wildlife.   For  these  reasons,  we  recommend  acquisition  of  an  additional 
square  mile  around  the  presently  proposed  Picacho  Mountain  RCA. 

We  also  recommend  against  Increased  recreation  In  the  Picacho  Mountains  due 
to  the  detrimental  impacts  this  would  have  on  the  desert  tortoise 
population.   Impacts  on  this  species  from  intense  human  disturbance  have 
been  observed  with  the  decline  of  tortoises  at  Picacho  Peak  State  Park.   We 
would  discourage  advertisement  of  this  area  as  a  tortoise  management  area, 
to  avoid  genetic  pollution  and  introduction  of  diseases  Into  the  wild 
population  through  captive  tortoise  releases.   This  problem  has  persisted  at 
the  Desert  Tortoise  Natural  Area  in  California. 

Haps  -  For  future  draft  ElS's,  it  would  be  helpful  to  the  reader  If  the  EIS 
contained  a  map  of  each  portion  (e.g.,  South  Central,  North  Central  and 
Apache-Navajo)  that  Identifies  all  the  various  designations  (RCA;  ACEC;  SUA; 
CRMA;  R&PPA;  and  utility  corridors)  that  are  proposed  for  that  portion. 


38-1. 


Refer   to   response   18-7. 
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Lake  Pleasant  -  It  is  our  understanding  the  Agreement  regarding  the 
management  of  the  Federal  lands  at  Lake  Pleasant,  that  will  be  used  for 
Rec lama t  ion  purposes ,  will  be  the  res pons lbll i  ty  of  Reclamation.   These 
lands  will  be  available  for  public  recreational  use.   The  size  of  the 
Regional  Park  has  not  yet  been  finalized  but  will  be  jointly  determined  by 
Reclamation  and  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BI,M). 


Chapter  1  -  Planning  Issues , 
Communication  Sites 


j^age  5j  Issue  2,  Uti 1 ity  Corridors  and 
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Have  analyses  been  conducted  to  determine  whether  or  not  the  capacity 
or  capability  of  the  planned  corridors  and  communication  sites  will 
meet  the  anticipated  needs  of  the  area? 

As  part  of  its  Central  Arizona  Project  (CAP)  system,  Reclamation  plans 
to  construct  a  microwave  communications  site  on  Helmet  Peak  in 
section  11  of  T.  17  S. ,  R.  12  E.   Will  this  constitute  a  conflict  with 
the  RMP  s  proposed  utility  corridors  and  communication  sites? 

Environmental  Issues  Considered  but_not  Analyzed,  Bald  Eagle,  Page  10 

The  RMP/ DEIS  states  that  BLM  acquisition  of  a  nest  site  at  the  upper 
end  of  Lake  Pleasant  would  not  significantly  change  the  current 
management  of  bald  eagle  habitat.   We  would  agree  with  this  statement 
P_NkY  if  BLM  continues  enforcement  of  public  closures  that  are  now  in 
effect  during  the  eagle  breeding  season.   We  recommend  the  RMP/FEIS 
reiterate  this  commitment  to  do  so. 


Chapter  2,  Description  of  Alternatives 
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Environmental  Management,  Page  19  -  Regarding  the  statement  that  BLM 
will  conduct  protected  plant  and  cultural  resource  clearances  as  a  part 
of  the  environmental  analysis  process,  what  percentage  of  land  will  be 
surveyed  to  assess  impacts  of  land  disposal? 

Table  2-U,    Pages  28-30,  Under  "Planned  Actions"  -  Does  prohibition  of 
land  use  authorizations  in  riparian  areas  mean  that  gravel  mining  would 
be  prohibited  in  the  riparian  zone?   We  recommend  the  EIS  indicate 
whether  or  not  gravel  mining  would  be  allowed. 

Table  2-4,  Page  29.  Gila  RiVftr  Riparian  Management  Area  -  If  built, 
Buttes  Dam  —  an  authorized  feature  of  the  CAP--would  result  in  the 
inundation  of  much  of  the  Gila  River  Riparian  Management  Area  by  the 
dam's  reservoir  pool.   This  possibility  and  its  implications  to  BLM's 
proposed  action  should  be  discussed  in  the  EIS. 

Issue  5  -  Recreation  Management;  R&PP  Transfers,  Page  32  -  The  CAP's 
Tucson  Aqueduct,  Black  Mountain  Pipeline  will  require  approximately 
35  acres  of  public  domain  lands  located  in  the  W^W$E$  of  section  11  of 
T.  15  S. ,  R.  12  E.,  G&SRM.   Reclamation  anticipates  a  permanent 
easement  will  be  acquired.   The  draft  EIS  identifies  this  area  as  being 
transferred  to  Pima  County  for  park  development.   Any  future  use  of 


38-2.    The  proposed  location  of  corridors  and  communication 

sites  resulted  from  comments  received  during  the  issue 
identification  and  alternative  formulation  phases  of 
the  planning  process.   Comments  from  the  industry 
(Western  Regional  Corridor  Study)  as  well  as  the  needs 
of  existing  users  and  forecasted  future  demand  were 
used  to  develop  alternatives. 


38-3.    In  our  discussions  with  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation, 

Helmet  Peak  was  not  identified  as  a  communication  site 
for  the  CAP.   Applications  by  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  for  communication  sites  would  continue  to 
be  considered  until  disposal  occurs. 


38-4.    The  site  would  be  protected  in  compliance  with  NEPA, 
the  ESA,  and  other  applicable  laws  and  regulations 
(see  the  "Environmental  Management"  section  on  page  19 
of  the  draft  RMP/EIS). 


38-5.    The  percent  coverage  of  land  surveyed  depends  on  1) 

how  much  is  known  about  the  resources  on  the  land,  2) 
whether  the  area  is  near  to  known  critical  or 
important  resources  and  3)  whether  the  disposal  is  a 
private  or  state  exchange. 


38-6.    Gravel  extraction  restrictions  apply  only  to  the 
riparian  areas  where  land  use  authorizations  are 
prohibited.   The  prohibition  does  not  apply  to  group 
recreation  use  permits  where  the  BLM  is  satisfied  that 
such  use  will  not  harm  riparian  values. 


38-7.    In  the  absence  of  receiving  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation's  identification  of  plans  and 
recommendations  concerning  the  Buttes  Dam  site  during 
the  issue  identification  and  alternative  development 
phase  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS,  the  BLM  has  not  included 
the  impacts  of  the  dam  on  resources  along  the  Gila 
River. 

When  the  schedule  and  specifications  for  the  Buttes 
Dam  become  available  and  its  effects  can  be  estimated 
an  amendment  to  the  RMP  would  be  considered. 
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38-8.    Pima  County  has  indicated  that  the  easement  required 
by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  would  not  interfere  with 
park  development  of  the  area.   Refer  also  to  response 
11-1. 


these    lands   would    nsed    to   comply   with    the   stipulations    of   our 
easements . 


38-9 


38-10 


Map  2-lt  Resource  Conservation  Areas  (South  Central  Portion^  Page  44  - 
Is  the  Picacho  RCA  erroneously  coded  as  Alternative  C  (should  be  coded 
as  Alternative  B)? 

Map  2-21,  Silver  Bel  1  RCA  Special  Management  Area,  Page  69  - 
Reclamation  has  recently  purchased  4  square  miles  of  State  land  in 
T   ">  s  ■  R-  il  E-i  sections  10,  11,  14,  and  IS,  as  a  wildlife 
mitigation  corridor  for  the  CAP.   This  parcel  of  land  will  allow 
wildlife  movements  to  continue  from  the  Tucson  Mountains  west  to  the 
Roskruge  Mountains.   In  addition,  the  Tohono  fl'Odhnm  Nation  is 
considering  designating  a  porl Ion  of  the  northern  part  of  the  Garcia 
Strip  as  a  wildlife  movement  corridor.  In  T.  14  S.,  R.  11  E., 
sections  16,  17,  and  18.   These  two  corridors  would  directly  tie  Into 
the  proposed  Silver  Bell  RCA  where  It  follows  the  northern  boundary  of 
the  Nation.   Should  this  occur,  we  recommend  that  BLM  acquire  the 
Sj  of  T.  14  S.  ,  R.  1]  F..  ,  section  R  as  part  of  the  Silver  Bell  RCA. 
This  acquisition  would  allow  a  continuous  wildlife  movement 
corridor  across  Avra  Valley. 


Chapter  3,  Affected  Environment 


Map  3-3A,  Special  Status  Plant  Habitat  (South  Central  Portion), 
38-11  '"Rn  '''    Reclamation  has  been  informed  by  Pish  and  Wildlife  Service 
thai  potential  Tumamoc  globe-herry  habitat  extends  north  to  the  Gila 
River. 


Chapter  4,  Environmental  Consequences 

Impacts  of  Alternative  B,  Effects  on  Watershed  Condition,  Page  142  - 
A  statement  in  the  first  paragraph  on  page  14?  is  somewhat  confusing. 
This  sentence  reads  "Under  Alternative  B,  ORV  restrictions  or  transfer 
of  ownership  would  prevent  further  degradation  to  182,000  acres  of  land 
38-12  currently  held  in  public  ownership  .  .  .  ."   Is  it  that  further 

degradation  would  likely  occur  but  the  land  would  no  longer  be  in 
public  ownership,  or  that  transfer  of  ownership  would  prevent  further 
degradation?   If  it  is  the  latter,  please  explain  how  the  transfer  of 
ownership  would  prevent  further  degradation  to  lands. 

Effects  on  Areas  of  Cultural  Significance,  Page  143  -  How  did  you 
38-13  'lrrivP  Bt  ""*  f'Sure  of  1  f) - 2 S  percent  arrived  at  In  determining  the 
degree  of  cultural  value  of  sites  lost  on  lands  identified  for 
I  i  sposa 1 ? 

Effects  on  Recreation  Use,  Page  149  -  We  recommend  BI.M  consider 
inclusion  of  bajnda  habitats  in  its  acquisition  for  cooperative  parks, 
especially  at  Tortolita  Mountains,  as  wildlife  protection  areas. 

lyi[A!'ernat-iV!?--l-E"eClS  °"  [)esert  Tortoise,  Page  155  -  This  discussion 
SS-^p1'1"^  a'1  60,000  acres  of  important  desert  tortoise  habitat  would  he 

Iined.   'Die  Alternative  B  discussion  states  all  61  300  acres  r 
important  desert  tortoise  habitat  would  be  retained  (page  147).   Please 
correct  or  clarify  this  inconsistency. 

-'■  would  appreciate  receiving  a  copy  of  the  final  RMP/FEIS  when  it  becomes 
n  ai  lable . 


U)&* 


t  p.- 


38-9. 


The  comment  is  correct;  the  Picacho  Mountains  RCA  is 
proposed  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS  only  tinder  Alternative  B. 


38-10.   We  appreciate  the  need  to  create  wildlife  corridors  in 
the  Avra  Valley.   The  parcel  which  the  B0R  requests 
that  the  BLM  acquire,  however,  is  private  land  outside 
the  Silver  Bell  RCA  boundary.   The  BLM's  priority  for 
acquisitions  is  to  consolidate  public  land  holdings  in 
the  proposed  RCA,  principally  through  exchange  with 
the  state.   Private  exchanges  would  be  considered  only 
if  the  BLM  is  approached  by  the  landowners  with  a 
proposal. 

The  key  to  the  corridor's  success  seems  to  be  the 
Garcia  Strip  designation.  When  the  Tohono  0'Odham 
land  is  designated  for  use  as  a  wildlife  corridor,  the 
need  for  additional  corridor  land  can  be  discussed. 


38-11. 


38-12. 


38-13. 


38-14. 


The  map  depicts  the  extent  of  known  or  high  potential 
habitat.   It  does  not  show  either  the  extent  of  known 
habitat  within  the  Tohono  0'Odham  Reservation  or  the 
extent  of  lower  potential  for  occurrence  to  the 
north.   The  BLM  continues  to  conduct  field  surveys  for 
Tumamoc  globeberry  within  all  areas  considered 
potential  habitat. 


We  have  assumed  that  the  transfer  of  land  from  public 
to  private  ownership  would  prevent  degradation  due  to 
ORV  use.   It  is  assumed  that  the  private  landowner 
would  restrict  access  and  ORV  use. 


As  stated  in  the  footnote  to  Table  4-2  on  page  129  of 
the  draft  RMP/EIS,  these  are  relative  values  arrived 
at  by  the  interdisciplinary  team  archaeologist  and 
were  based  on  his  analysis  of  the  available  data. 

In  the  discussion  of  the  effects  on  desert  tortoise 
under  Alternative  C,  page  155  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS 
the  word  "all"  should  be  deleted  from  the  first 
sentence  of  the  third  paragraph. 

The  sentence  is  revised  to  read:   Under  Alternative  C, 
the  BLM  would  retain  60,000  acres  of  important 
habitat,  acquire  15,200  acres  of  important  habitat  and 
dispose  of  1,600  acres  of  Important  habitat 
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ARIZONA 
MINING  ASSOCIATION 


April  29,  19£ 


Arthur  E.  Tower 

Phoeniix  Resource  Area  Manager 
Bureau  of  [.and  Management 
2015  West  Deer  Valley  Road 
Phoenix,  Arizona  85027 


Dear  Mr.  Towe 


PHOENIX  RMP/EIS 


jet  forth  below  are  our  comments  on  the  above- 
referenced  draft,  dated  December  1987.   These 
comments  are  submitted  on  behalf  of  the  Arizona 
'■lining  Association  and  its  member  companies: 

Amax  Mineral  Resources  Company 

Anamax  Mining  Company 

ASARCO  Incorporated 

Callahan  Mining  Corporation 

Cyprus  Minerals  Company 

Homestake  Mining  Company 

Inspiration  Consolidated  Copper  Company 

Magma  Copper  Company 

Phelps  Dodge  Corporation 

Our  comments  are  general  in  nature  and  scope;  we 
appreciate  the  opportunity  to  make 


c  ommen  t  s . 


39- 


In 


e  xecu  t  i  nt 


DAVID  C    RlDINGEP. 
President 


39- 


land  disposals  and  exchanges, 
proper  consideration  should  be  given  all 
existing  or  known  mineral  resources  and  "active' 
mining  claims.   Blocking  up  ownership  of  entire 
potential  orebodies  should  be  avoided,  if 
possible;  i.e.,  geologic  indicators  of  orebody 
boundaries  should  be  used  to  consolidate  land 
ownership  so  that  potential  orebodies  are  not 
divided.   Also,  mining  claimants  should  not 
required  to  prove  validity  of  a  claim  if 
being  actively  worked. 


39-1. 


be 

is 


Arthur  E.  Towers 
April  29,  1988 
page  2 


When  special  management  designations  (ACEC's, 
SMA's  and  RCA's)  are  made,  mineral  resources' 
existing  in  those  areas  should  receive  adequate 
consideration,  allowing  for  mineral  exploration 
and  d  evelopmen  t . 

.   Before  certain  ACEC's,  etc.  are  withdrawn  from 
mineral  entry,  thorough  minerals  inventory 
assessments  should  be  made.   Rational  decisions 
on  land  use  and  management  cannot  be  made  prior 
to  proper  study  of  the  minerals  and  values  that 
may  be  contained  in  a  specific  area. 

If  you  would  like  to  discuss  any  of  the  above 
points,  please  advise. 


Sincerely , 


/ 


V 


David  C.  Ridinger 


Every  effort  has  been  made  to  identify  areas  where 
important  mineral  development  can  be  expected  in  the 
future.   Only  proposed  ACECs  and  other  special 
management  areas  with  critical  natural  resources 
especially  sensitive  to  mining  activity  have  been 
identified  for  special  protection  measures. 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

NATIONAL  PARK  SERVICE 

Petrified  Forest  National  Park 

Arizona  86028 


IN    REPLY    REFER   TO: 


L14 

May  5,  1988 


40-1 


40-2 


Mr.  Arthur  E.  Tower 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Phoenix  District  Office 
2015  West  Deer  Valley  Road 
Phoenix,  Arizona  85027 

Dear  Mr.  Tower: 

We  appreciate  the  concern  shown  for  addressing  the  needs  of  Petrified  Forest 
National  Pa'-k  as  addressed  in  the  Plan.   At  present,  the  National  Park 
Service  is  beginning  an  evaluation  process  of  adjoining  lands  for  potential 
values  that  would  merit  their  inclusion  in  Petrified  Forest  National  Park. 
The  attached  map  shows  the  extent  of  these  study  areas.   Bureau  of  Land 
Management  lands  in  the  study  areas  are  shown  in  a  stipple  pattern.  We  look 
forward  to  continued  cooperation  with  BLM  in  this  study. 

Should  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  retain  any  lands  adjoining  Petrified 
Forest  National  Park,  we  would  like  to  see  a  limitation  placed  on  off-road 
vehicles  on  those  lands.   To  date,  we  have  had  only  a  few  instances  of  0RV 
trespass  on  park  lands,  but  some  have  included  the  park's  National 
Wilderness  Area.   In  the  future,  3uch  problems  can  only  be  expected  to 
Increase.   Limitations  on  0RV  use  on  adjacent  lands  would  protect  not  only 
those  lands,  but  adjacent  park  and  wilderness  values.   Such  values  include 
not  only  the  traditional  values  of  scenic  beauty,  solitude  and  a  natural 
environment,  but  also  the  extensive  paleontologlcal  and  archeological 
remains  of  the  area. 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  comment  during  your  planning  process.   If 
we  can  be  of  further  help  or  offer  additional  clarifications,  please  don't 
hesitate  to  call  on  us. 

Sincerely, 


40-1.  Public  land  identified  for  possible   inclusion  into   the 

Petrified  Forest  National  Park  includes   the  public 
land  directly  adjacent   to   the   existing  park  boundary. 


L.    Edward  Gastellum 
Superintendent 


40-2.  The   land  would  be  classified  as   a  limited  0RV 

designation  area  with  off-road-vehicle  use  restricted 
to   existing  roads   and  routes. 
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SIERRA  CLUB 


CEIVED 

,  phoenix  dist.  oQrand  Canyon  Chapter 

PHOEt-'IX,  ARIZONA 

m     MAY041988    pH 
7i8,9|10,ll|12|l|2i3|4i5|6 


Arizona 


R  I  N  CON 


GROUP 

April  30,  1988 
117  N.  2nd  Avenue 
Tucson,  AZ   85705 


792-2690 


Arthur  B.T'tiuer 

Manager,  Phoenix  Resource  Area 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 


Dear  Mr.  Tower: 


lo 


I  would  like  to  offer  several  additional,  If  tardy, 
comments  on  the  Phoenix  Resource  Management  Plan  and 
Environmental  Impact  Statement.  These  are  intended  to 
supplement  ray  letter  of  April  29,  1988. 

The  RMP  development  team  did  a  good  job  of  presenting 
Information  on  riparian  areas  in  general  and  on  the  status 
of  riparian  areas  within  the  Phoenix  Resource  Area  (pp.  107- 
110).  However,  the  RMP  shows  a  glaring  omission  In  Its  lack 
of  general  management  prescriptions  for  those  riparian 
areas.  The  need  for  such  management  Is  clearly  stated:  "of 
the  93  miles  of  riparian  habitat,  six  miles  is  in  good 
ecological  condition,  80  miles  Is  fair  and  seven  miles  is 
poor."  (p.  108)  Table  3-14  (p.  109)  shows  that  only  0.4  mile 
of  riparian  habitat  is  In  "excellent"  condition,  and  that 
all  areas  show  a  static  or  downward  trend. 

Given  the  clear  and  explicitly  stated  value  of  riparian 
areas,  BLM's  ultimate  goal  should  be  to  improve  all  Its 
riparian  lands  to  "excellent"  condition.  The  minimum 
acceptable  goal  for  this  RMP  is  to  Improve  every  riparian 
area  to  the  next  higher  status:  poor  up  to  fair,  fair  up  to 
good,  and  good  up  to  excellent.  That  goal  should  be  clearly 
stated  In  the  RMP,  along  with  specific  management  steps  to 
be  followed  for  achievement  of  the  goal. 

The  RMP  does  mention  improvement  of  riparian  habitat  In 
the  handful  of  Areas  Proposed  for  Special  Management,  but 
even  there  the  "Planned  Actions"  do  not  contain  the  single 
most  important  action  for  riparian  recovery:  an  end  to 
livestock  grazing.  Proper  management  of  all  riparian  areas, 
especially  those  with  SMA  or  ACEC  status,  must  Include 
cattle  excIosureB  or  other  mechanisms  to  eliminate  grazing 
pressure  on  riparian  vegetation. 
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41-; 


One  other  major  omission  is  a  means  to  judRe  the 
progress  and  effectiveness  of  the  RMP.  This  document  should 
include  achievable,  measureable  objectives,  along  with 
methods  of  monitoring  progress,  a  monitoring  schedule,  and 
remedies  to  perform  if  monitoring  shows  that  progress  is  not 
■«ee  ing  the  planned  objectives.  The  monitoring  pfan  should 
include  wildlife  status,  riparian  habitat  and  watershed 
^ondl t  i  on. 


Without  these  inclusions,  the  RMP  will  have  limited 
effectiveness  on  conditions  within  the  Phoenix  Resource 


Your  s , 


Q^z 


Dale  S.  Turner 
Conservation  Chair 
Rincon  Group 


41-1. 


Refer  to  the  monitoring  and  evaluation  plan  in 
Appendix  12  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS  and  the  monitoring 
plan  in  the  proposed  RMP  in  this  document. 
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Jirr.  Webb 

P.esidem  .Phcer.ii 
Bill  McGibbon 

Ha  mid  LeSueur 

Joe  Lane 

Pamela  Noal 
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Arizona  Cattle  Growers'  Association 

Publlshors  of  Arizona  Catllelog 

1*01  North  24th  Street.  Suite  #4   •   Phoenix.  Arizona  85008   ■   Talephorne  (602)  267-1129 


Darlo  Esplin,  St  Geoins  uT 

AuionaSlnp 
Bill  McDonald.  DougMl 

BobProsser,  Fianstait 

Coconino  Co unly 
Roy  Tucker,  Gic-ba 

Terry  Burgess.  W.iico. 

Larry  Barney.  Du.ican 

Gieemee  Chl.ii  v 
Lew  Reed.Phoenn 

Mike  Gross.  Kingmii 

Mona.e  Couniy 
Bill  Eikins.  Srwwfiaks 

Mavap  Coumy 
Waller  Armer  Jr.  Tuc  ion 

Clay  While.  Reu  Roc. 

Pinal  CoLinly 
Raleigh  Thompson.  sa^Csno! 

San  Car  ids  Cailla  Assns 
Rukm  JbIKS.  Elgin 

SaniaOu;  Couniy 
T'oy  Nea  I.  Pay  son 

Io«toCiiltleG'c.*ei5As3-- 
Roy  Moore.  Congress 

Kan  Easierday.  vuma 

PAST  PRESIDENTS 

.fudge  Edward  H  Motdi'.wm 

Capl  Win  H  McKitlnck", Mm 


James  A  Johnson' , 
Charles  P  Mullen-,  i 
Lon  L  Harmon".  p,e! 
Elbert  H  Crabh-.  fu 
Henry  G.  Boice'.Tuc 
Harry  H.  Saaran'.m 
C  W. Peterson-. a. i- 


Franks.  Bo 

A.C  Webb'.Miam, 

Wayne  W  Thornburg*.  pneent 

Louis  P   Horrell'.GioM 

Thomas  E  Heady".  Nopaies 

Norman  Fain.  P-escott 

Fred  J   FrilZ'.CWion 

Carlos  Ronsiadl".  Tucson 

John  Babbitt.  Fiagsia'l        VI  O     O 

Ralph  Cowan*.  M=Neai       ■+<.**(- 

Slophen  L  Bmby,  Sr.  Globe 

Ernest  Chiison.  Fiaasia'i 

Millon  D  Webb.  PhMaa 

Earl  Plan.  St  joftns 

Earl  Horieli'.GioBe 

Erncsl  Browning \  W< lit o, 

Ray  Cowden.  Pnoenn 

Brad  Slawarl  Camp  Vei 
Frank  "Pancho"  Boico 
Vince  Buller.  Sjw.nger,. 
Duane  Miller  Seaooa 
Joe  Lane.  Wiitco. 
FredT  Boice,  Tucson 
Herb  Meuger.  FtagiMtl 
Warier  Armer.  Tucso- 


May  6,  1988 
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Mr.  Arthur  E.  Tower 
Phoenix  Resource  Area  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
2015  West  Deer  Valley  Road 
Phoenix,  AZ  85027 

Dear  Mr.  Tower: 

The  Arizona  Cattle  Growers'  Association  submits  these  comments 
regarding  the  Phoenix  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  Draft. 

Our  members  who  ranch  in  the  Phoenix  Resource  Area  have  not 
advised  us  of  specific  concerns  regarding  the  Draft  Plan  which 
they  would  have  us  address  on  their  behalf.   We  do,  however, 
wish  to  offer  a  general  statement  of  consideration  regarding 
Land  Tenure  Adjustment,  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern, 
Riparian  Habitat,  and  Wildlife  Resource  Management. 

Land  Tenure  Adjustment  —  We  understand  the  desire  of  the  agency 
to  block  up  areas  of  land  in  federal  ownership  to  "eliminate 
management  complications  caused  by  checkerboard  ownership."  Our 
concern  is  that  those  blocks  of  public  lands  continue  to  be 
managed  for  multiple  use  and  continue  to  be  available  for 
grazing  use. 

Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACECs)  —  We  are 
uncertain  as  to  how  these  areas,  once  designated,  are  intended 
to  be  managed.   Will  they  still  be  managed  for  multiple  use?  We 
would  object  to  them  being  managed  as  the  equivalent  to  wilder- 
ness areas  without  having  earned  wilderness  designation. 

Riparian  Habitat  —  We  are  concerned  that  too  often  in  the 
management  of  riparian  habitat  the  value  of  using  livestock 
giazing  as  a  management  tool  is  overlooked.   We  would  not  wish 
■=«e  riparian  areas  arbitrarily  closed  to  grazing. 

Wildlife  Resource  Management  —  Wildlife  and  wildlife  habitat  on  BLM 
land  are  managed  under  a  memorandum  of  understanding  with  the  Arizona 
Game  and  Fish  Department.   We  would  not  wish  BLM  to  abdicate  its 
responsibility  for  resource  management  to  the  detriment  of  livestock 
grazing.   The  resource  must  be  managed  to  continue  to  support  at 
least  the  present  level  of  livestock  grazing. 

The  Resource  Management  Plan  and  the  Preferred  Alternative  B  reflect 
a  great  amount  of  effort  and  consideration  on  behalf  of  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management.   Thank  you  for  your  efforts  and  for  your  further 
consideration  of  the  concerns  which  we  have  expressed. 

Sincerely, 


42-1. 


42-2. 


42-3. 


6Ujl  ru> 

Pamela  Neal 

Executive  Vice  President 


The  blocks  created  by  consolidating  public  ownership 
would  continue  to  be  managed  for  multiple  uses. 
Restrictions  on  grazing  and  other  uses  may  be  proposed 
for  specific,  discrete  areas  if  necessary  for  the 
protection  of  specific  values.   The  need  for  any  land 
use  restrictions  not  identified  in  the  proposed  RMP 
would  be  identified  in  the  development  of  activity 
plans  for  ACECs  and  special  management  areas.   Public 
land  users  affected  by  any  proposed  land  use 
restrictions  would  be  asked  to  participate  in  the 
development  of  these  activity  plans. 


ACECs  would  be  managed  to  protect  the  resource  values 
for  which  they  were  established.   In  most  cases,  this 
means  that  current  uses  will  continue  but  be  closely 
monitored. 


See  response  42-1  above. 
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8.     DAVID  E.  ZINN 


i    June  -  November:  General  Delivery,  Wise  River,  MT  59762  •  (406)832-3184 

*     December  -  May:    6220  East  Northern  Ave.,  Scottsdale,  AZ  85253  •  (602)  948-0684 


RECPAV 


.!.   (IFF, 
IMA 


May   5,    1988  FM-.-a.. 

Bureau  of  Land  Management  (V"!     ' '  °  ■•  '--^J 

2015  W.  Deer  Valley  Rd .  S/.S-;,   -  .,-,  .-,  o   .  ?!' 

Phoenix,  AZ  85027  •—•-•-. ».~.v- .<i|„ .6 

Attn:  Arthur  E.  Tower 

Dear  Mr.  Tower: 

Unfortunately  I  just  received  your  notice  regarding  the  subrai  ttal  of 
comments  concerning  the  seven  special  management  areas  (one  million  acres) 
you  plan  to  control  to  perserve  fragile  resouces  and  increase  management 
efficiency.   Although  too  late  to  meet  your  April  29th  deadline,  T  hope  my 
comments  will  be  accepted  and  considered. 

I  don't  know  what  you  mean  by  "increase  management  efficiency".   If 
efficiency  means  increased  utilization,  particularly  by  ranching,  ie.  more 
cattle  allotments,  I  am  absolutely  against  it.   The  BLM  land  I  hunt  quail 
on  here  in  Arizona  is  for  the  most  part  continually  overgrazed,  and  I  have 
had  a  tough  time  finding  areas  with  enough  cover  to  support  quail  since  I 
moved  here  in  1968.   The  only  lands  more  overgrazed  than  BLM  land  are 
State  Land  [a  real  disaster)  or  the  rancher ' s  own  private  land. 

I  would  hope  that  the  areas  referenced  the  April  15,  1988  Arizona  Outdoor 
News,  in  particularly  the  Empire  Ranch,  will  see  very  much  REDUCED  grazing 
in  the  future,  balancing  out  the  hunting  and  recreation  users  interests 
for  a  change. 

We  bird  hunters  living  in  Phoenix  find  we  have  to  drive  at  least  two  hours 
to  the  higher  elevations  of  National  Forest  administered  areas  to  find 
sufficient  cover  to  support  quail  populations,  meanwhile  driving  past  vast 
uninhabited,  bare  as  a  billiard  table,  deeply  eroded,  stark,  sand  and  rock 
vistas  devoid  of  grass,  stretching  for  miles,  as  far  as  the  eye  can  see 
(non-believers  can  simply  try  driving  north  on  1-10  out  of  Phoenix  for 
confirmation).   I  will  admit  that  the  initial  stretch  is  State  land,  but 
it  is  difficult  to  note  any  difference  at  the  BLM  boundaries. 

Let's  hope  that  you  can  do  a  better  job  in  the  future  to  protect  and 
preserve  our  public  lands,  at  least  these  seven  special  management  areas. 
I  would  love  to  congratulate  you  for  managing  OUR  public  lands  for  the 
balanced  interests  you  are  mandated  to  serve  instead  of  simply  folding 
under  the  pressure  of  the  ranchers.   Remember  there  are  now  many  more 
VOTING  recreationists  than  ranchers.   I  offer  my  services  to  help  work  the 
problem.   Meanwhile  I  await  examples  to  laud  your  efforts. 

Slricerely . 


David    E4    Zinn 


Scottsdale,    AZ 
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43-1.     In  June  1988,  the  BLM  acquired  by  exchange  41,000 

acres  within  the  Empire,  Cienega  and  Rose  Tree  ranches 
near  Sonolta,  Arizona.   In  addition  to  extensive 
grazing  land  the  ranches  include  important  riparian 
areas,  endangered  species  habitat,  big  and  small  game 
habitat  and  open  space  for  recreation  activities. 
Land  use  planning  for  this  acquired  land  is  scheduled 
to  begin  in  1989.  The  resulting  plan  will  become  an 
amendment  to  this  EMP. 


s>»»%  44 
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ISIK  '  UNITED  STATES  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 

\«^  REGION  IX 

215  Fremont  Street 
San  Francisco.  Ca.  94105 


9  MAY  1988 


Arthur  E.  Tower 
Phoenix  Resource  Area  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
2015  W.  Deer  Valley  Road 
Phoenix,  Arizona  85027 

Dear  Mr.  Tower: 

The  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  has  reviewed  the 
Phoenix  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (DEIS)  .   Under  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act 
and  Section  309  of  the  Clean  Air  Act,  EPA  is  required  to  review 
and  comment  on  this  DEIS. 

We  have  classified  this  DEIS  as  Category  EC-2 ,  Environmental 
Concerns-Insufficient  Information  (see  the  attached  "Summary  of 
Rating  Definitions  and  Follow-up  Actions) .   Our  rating  reflects 
concerns  we  have  with  existing  watershed  and  riparian  habitat 
conditions  in  the  Phoenix  Resource  Area  and  the  potential  atten- 
dant water  quality  impacts.   We  have  enclosed  comments  regarding  «- 
this  DEIS.  5 

EPA  supports  the  acquisition  of  privately  owned  riparian  — j 

areas  proposed  under  Alternatives  B  and  C.   The  management  — i 

activities  and  restoration  measures  which  will  ensure  protection  m 

of  these  areas  and  improve  watershed  and  riparian  habitat  2T 

conditions  should  be  discussed  in  the  final  EIS.   EPA  also  r\ 

commends  the  controls  proposed  for  off-road  vehicle  (ORV)  use  q 

under  alternatives  B  and  C.   Watershed  conditions  and  water  ^» 

quality  should  benefit  from  the  closure  of  open  ORV  areas.  r£ 

m 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  this  DEIS .   Please  _| 

send  us  two  copies  of  the  final  EIS  when  it  is  filed  with  the  (S) 

EPA  Headquarters  office.   If  you  have  any  questions,  please  call  y» 

me  at  (415)  974-8083  (FTS  454-8083),  or  have  your  staff  contact  ~ 

David  Powers  at  (415)  974-8187  (FTS  454-8187) .  p. 

Sincerely,  i  D 

4 -  <./.t>L-.~  % 

Deanna  M.  Wieman,  Director  O 

Office  of  External  Affairs  "Z- 
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Water  Quail ty 

i:nJJ?'10  °f  tn*  ?EIS  states  that  "the  lack  of  baseline  and 
o?  ih»  ?    vr°e  data  Preludes  a  reasonably  accurate  prediction 
rLl   % lBP?ct»  ™»«lting  from  any  of  the  alternatives.   There- 
T^?t- father  description  of  impacts  to  water  quality  will  be 
indirectly  assessed  under  the  watershed  conditions  issue."   We 
rtrcjjgly  racom«|d  that  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM) 

oSaUtv  fADEm86^  \ith  the  ArlZ°na  DePartment  of  Environmental 
n   c  lY   i    S>', the  Arlzona  Game  and  Fish  Department,  and  the 
U.S   Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  to  determine  existing  w  ?er 

D^llurLnnf  Pr°tected  use  baseline  conditions  and  to  identify 

pollution  sources.  * 

oroaram  wM,f  the/ater  Quality  Act  of  1987  established  a  new 
nroMel   *    "quires  states  to  assess  nonpoint  source  pollution 
»nS  }««?'  derl0P  *  nonP°int  s°"rce  pollution  management  program 
and  implement  controls  to  improve  water  quality.   Identified 
control  measures  should  be  implemented  on  BLM  lands  to  address 
nonpoint  source  pollution  problems.   ADEQ  is  in  the  process  or 
assessing  nonpoint  source  pollution  problems  statewide   Their 
recently  completed  305(b)  Biennial  Water  Quality  Report  may  also 
E?2J?  information  which  can  be  used  to  supplement's  exis?- 

the  f!nal°ElS  T^t'    ^^l    ^  V&ter   ^ali^   conditions  in 
the  final  EIS.   Additionally,  the  information  BLM  staff  obtain 

"'  gracing  allotment  evaluations  may  assist  ADEQ  in  the 

development  of  their  nonpoint  source  pollution  management  program. 

2.  Page  109  and  110  of  the  DEIS  identify  nine  specific  rioarian 
ooo^  (1^2.acres>  °n  B™  ^nds  where  ecLogical^ndi^ions  are  in 

SSicSSS  «£t  IB^oon1"  a  decl/ni^  trenc.7  Page  99  ottSZ   DEIS 
indicates  that  182,000  acres  of  watershed  are  in  satisfactory  con- 
dition but  are  highly  susceptible  to  erosion.   An  additional  348  onn 

will  be  applied  to  watersheds  in  unsatisfactory  condition  and  a 

3.  EPA  supports  the  acquisition  of  53  miles  of  riparian  habitat- 

=  i5  fi  w  nabitat  to  be  transferred  to  private  or  state  ownershir, 
should  be  discussed  in  the  final  EIS.  ownersnip 
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44-1. 


As  stated  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS,  Category  IV  watersheds 
scheduled  for  special  management  and  with  riparian  and 
wildlife  protection  needs  would  receive  priority  for 
activity  planning  and  project  work.  The  specific 
improvements  and  methods  used  will  be  identified  in 
activity  plans  for  each  area  included  in  the  proposed 
RMP.  The  identified  improvements  and  methods  would 
include  soil  or  water  conservation  practices  deemed 
suitable  best  management. 


9  MM 


44-2 


4.  The  DEIS  (pages  144  and  153)  states  that  under  Alt 
and  C  43  miles  of  riparian  habitat  would  be  managed  to 
current  conditions  and  that  management  emphasis  would 
toward  50  miles  of  riparian  habitat  in  eight  areas  of 
management.  The  final  EIS  should  discuss  general  mana 
practices  which  will  be  afforded  to  riparian  habitat  i 
management  areas.  The  management  practices  which  will 
to  improve  the  current  condition  of  43  miles  of  ripari 
should  also  be  discussed. 
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44-3 


commend  close  coordination  with  the  Arizona  Game  and  Fish 
it,  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  and  ADEQ  during 
nt  and  implementation  of  the  riparian  management  plans 
ion  with  these  agencies  should  also  occur  for  management 
s  or  decisions  with  the  potential  to  impact  wetlands 
fish/wildlife  habitats  (e.g.,  designation  of  utility 
wildlife  enhancement  plan  development,  review  of 
ans  of  operation,  development  of  ORV  roads) . 


Air  Quality  Comments 

o;onph^/°eniX  Knd  TUCS°n  air  basins  are  n°nattainment  basins  for 
ozone  and/or  carbon  monoxide  and  experience  violations  of  particu- 
late matter  cph   ,  standards.   The  Phoenix  Resource  Area  is  adjacent 
to  these  air  basins.   We  commend  ORV  controls  proposed  under  Alter- 
native b  and  C  and  believe  that  fugitive  emissions  may  be  reduced 
when  the  controls  are  implemented.   The  DEIS  also  identifies 
prescribed  burning,  road  construction,  and  construction  of  mineral 
ttnl   ??S'Ph   \3S  P°tential  activities  which  can  impact  air  quality. 
Page  19  indicates  that  mitigation  for  air  quality  impacts  is  brought 

°™^  th  NEPA  ^T16"  °f  Pr°P°sed  Projects.   The  fiLl  EIS  shoulf 
fd^nM?,'  h   g^neral  ligation  measures  which  will  be  employed  for 
identified  activities  with  the  potential  to  impact  air  quality 
particularly  in  the  nonattainment  air  basins.  quality, 

Toxics  Comments 

1.   The  acquisition  of  up  to  476,430  acres  of  private  and  state 
lands  may  occur  under  Alternative  B  (BLM's  preferred  alternative) 
We  understand  that  site-specific  environmental  analyses  are       ' 
prepared  for  each  acquisition.   EPA  recommends  that  the  final  EIS 
contain  ^°«  BU.  «xll  det     e  whether  any  q£  ^      ^    ™ 

a"ste   w*ere  hazardous  wastes  were  disposed  of  in  past  years. 
SnrtPr  ?h   ?     eT?Z   B™   ProPerty'  BM  becomes  a  responsible  party 
of  iLwp  rVf^6  S"Perfu"d  Amendments  and  Reauthorization  Act 
of  1986  (P. r       99-499).   As  such,  BLM  could  be  legally  responsible 
for  remedial  investigations,  cleanup  activities,  and  full  or  partial 
cleanup  costs.   Please  contact  Julie  Anderson  at  (415)  974-8891  if 
you  have  any  questions  on  P.L.  99-499  requirements 


44-2. 


44-3. 


See  44-1  above. 


Mitigation  measures  for  specific  actions  called  for  in 
activity  plans  developed  upon  implementation  of  the 
approved  RMP  would  be  determined  in  cooperation  with 
the  Arizona  Department  of  Environmental  Quality  (ADEQ). 
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United  States 
Department  of 
Agriculture 


Forest 
Service 


Prescott  NF 


3^  South  Cortez  St. 
Prescott,  AZ   86303 


Reply  To:   1950 

Date:   May  9.  ic 


Arthur  E.  Tower 
Phoenix  Resource  Area  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
2015  West  Deer  Valley  Road 
Phoenix,  Arizona  85027 
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4- 


Dear  Mr.  Tower: 

management  objects  that  £  Suar  JTEET  *ubs"lbes  to  ^source 
adopted  Prescott  National  Fores  Plan  T^is  C°ntai"ed  J"  the  ™=ently 
areas  of  range,    watershed,    and^wildnfe  m^nagemenT^1^   '"*  ""   ^ 

™:  sags  suites  ss^tTzr-  ■-■—* 

Planned  action  to  achieve  fhe  eoal  ?,  ?  2  T^  watershed  condition.   Your 
that  our  comments  will  n"t  be  Too   s^cmc^o  fh™  T"^  Plan'   We  trust 
they  can  be  considered.  specific  for  this  level  of  plan  and  that 

!un,PPe»f X  :  indicates  t"at  100  acres  in  T.  K)  H  R  2  w  Wh  0 
(Willow  Administrative  Site)  meet  rhe  Fl  pw  c  1  A'  '  Sectl°n  8 
however,  contains  improvements  and  is  Ltivel  Criteria.  That  site, 
site  by  the  PrescottVional  Fo^es  ^Sb^ltlS  adf  nIStrative 
meet  the  criteria  quoted  on  page  23  ",,  rh  T°  t  V  "0t  appear  t0 
or  other  characteristics  is  Sifficult  InT  ^^   °f  1  tS  lo=a"on 

of  the  public  lands  an  in,™  uneconomic  to  manage  as  part 

Federal  department  or  agency  -  We  would  re  "ma>^e"t  b»  a"°ther 
retnineri  ,„  c„^  1  "sency.  we  would  recommend  this  parcel  be 
retained  in  Federal  ownership  and  transferred  to  the  Forest  Service. 

We  also  have  an  interest  in  obtaining  the  100  acres  identified  in  T.  ,„ 
and  therefor  ^ri^he  p^jr0™''  Mnagement  °f  «-  National  Forest 

s^ateWlC^C^:^^nturaTco:rdina:teTent  ^  *«  Pl^d  "*"»•   - 
cases  where  a  permi  tteTifautn^r  "e ?  ^   Pla"S  be  PUrSUed  in  those 
administered  by  the  S.'^SSL.*  ^or^tf  o^LcT = 


45- 


45-2 


45-1. 


45-2. 


The  Willow  Administrative  Site  has  been  removed  from 
the  list  of  parcels  meeting  the  criteria  for  sale  in 
the  proposed  RMP. 


w  J.andDdescrlbed  ^  not  available  as  exchange  base 
fn   !^,P!eSC°"  Natl°nal  ^rest.   It  has  been 
identified  by  the  BLM  for  use  in  state  or  private 
exchanges  to  facilitate  consolidation  of  land  within 
the  proposed  Resource  Conservation  Areas  (RCAs) 


Caring  for  the  Land  and  Serving  People 


Arthur   E.    Tower 


45-3 


45-4 


3-   We  do  not  feel  that  fire  management  concerns  have  been  adequately 
addressed.   We  recommend  more  attention  be  given  to  this  problem  because 
of  the  past  history  of  fire  starts  in  the  proposed  Black  Canyon  and  Lake 
Pleasant  Resource  Conservation  Areas  {RCA).    This  is  particularly 
critical  when  you  consider  the  increased  recreational  activity  that  will 
occur  as  a  result  of  enlarging  Lake  Pleasant.   We  encourage  you  to 
consider  incorporating  into  the  proposed  plan  the  recommendations  of 
previous  fire  and  activity  reviews. 

*J .   We  have  similar  concerns  in  the  area  of  recreation  management.   We 
would  anticipate  increased  recreational  use  due  to  expansion  plans  for 
Lake  Pleasant.   The  proposed  plan  is  quite  general  and  indicates  that 
specific  management  plans  will  be  developed  in  cooperation  with  BLM, 
Bureau  of  Reclamation,  and  Maricopa  County. 

We  feel  that  the  increased  use  will  expand  outward  from  Lake  Pleasant 
and  will  impact  adjacent  undeveloped  lands  including  the  Prescott 
National  Forest.   This  not  only  increases  the  fire  risk,  but  also 
requires  transportation  planning  within  and  outside  the  Lake  Pleasant 
Cooperative  Recreation  Management  Area  (CRMA} .   We  feel  this  should  be 
considered  and  addressed.   Access  is  important  to  the  management  of  the 
increasing  dispersed  recreation  use  as  well  as  for  fire  suppression 
purposes.   We  recommend  that  Yavapai  County  and  the  Prescott  National 
Forest  be  included  in  recreation  planning,  transportation  planning .  and 
fire  pre-suppression  and  suppression  planning. 


45-5 


5-   There  is  little  mention  of  law  enforcement  in  the  plan.   We  feel 
that  the  law  enforcement  concern  should  be  identified.   We  would  assume 
that  Maricopa  County  will  handle  law  enforcement  in  the  Lake  Pleasant 
CRMA  but  there  are  concerns  outside  the  CRMA.   For  example,  off  road 
vehicle  use  is  limited  to  existing  roads  and  trails  for  all  areas.   We 
would  anticipate  that  such  restrictions  would  require  increased 
enforcement  activity  by  the  BLM  and  perhaps  Yavapai  County. 


45-61  6.   Visual  resources  are  not  mentioned. 


45-7 


7-   Need  to  change  name  on  map  on  page  73  from  Horseshoe  Lake  to 
Horsethief  Lake. 

8.   We  understand  that  the  Black  Canyon  Trail  depicted  on  page  7«  enters 
the  Prescott  National  Forest  on  Forest  Road  No.  684  in  Sees.  2l\   and  25, 
T.  9  N.,  R.  1  E. ,  rather  than  paralleling  the  Forest  boundary  as  shown. 
We  recommend  this  be  corrected  to  assure  future  coordination  is 
accomplished . 


45-8 


9-   We  could  not  locate  Hell's  Canyon  Recreation  Management  Area  or  the 
Williams  Mesa  Multiple  Resource  Management  Area  as  listed  on  page  30- 


45-9 


10.   The  statement  under  item  7,  page  125  is  not  accurate.   The  Willow 
Administrative  Site  described  under  item  one  of  this  letter  contains 
Forest  Service  horse  pastures,  barn,  corrals,  storage  buildings,  a 
remote  access  weather  station  and  is  actively  utilized  in  managing  the 
Prescott  National  Forest. 


45-3.    The  BLM's  Phoenix  District  fire  management  policy  for 
the  Phoenix  Resource  Area  is  stated  on  page  19  of  the 
draft  RMP/EIS.   The  Phoenix  District  has  enjoyed  a 
close  working  relationship  with  other  fire 
organizations  in  the  area  and  we  expect  the 
cooperation  to  continue. 


45-4.    Both  Yavapai  County  and  the  Prescott  National  Forest 
would  be  included  in  recreation,  transportation  and 
fire  suppression  plans  for  the  proposed  Lake  Pleasant 
Resource  Conservation  Area. 


45-5.    The  BLM's  Phoenix  District  has  recently  added  law 

enforcement  personnel  to  its  staff.   These  BLM  rangers 
will  be  responsible  for  enforcing  federal  law  on 
public  land  in  the  Lake  Pleasant  area. 


45-6.    Visual  resource  management  was  not  an  issue  in  the 
RMP.   Impacts  on  visual  and  scenic  resources  are 
always  evaluated  by  the  BLM  on  a  case-by-case  basis 
when  considering  land  use  authorizations.   Visual 
resource  evaluations  are  addressed  in  the 
environmental  assessment  prepared  for  each  proposed 
project. 
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45-7. 


45-8. 


45-9. 


The  comment  is  correct.  The  map  depicting  the  Black 
Canyon  Trails  CRMA  has  been  corrected  in  the  proposed 
RMP.   See  map  2-26  in  this  document. 


All  special  management  areas  are  more  clearly 
delineated  on  maps  in  the  proposed  RMP. 


Refer  to  response  45-1  above. 
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Arthur  E.  Tower 


45-10 


11.   As  DLM  ownership  is  consolidated  under  the  land  tenure  adjustment, 
we  request  that  road  and  trail  easements  be  reserved  to  provide  for 
public  access  tu  the  National  Forests.   We  would  be  happy  to  cooperate 
in  any  way  possible  to  accomplish  this  task. 


45-10. 


The  BLM  does  not  anticipate  road  closures  into  any 
the  National  Forests. 


of 


We  trust  that  our  comments  will  be  useful  to  you  in  the  preparation  of  your 
final  plan  and  environmental  impact  statement.   We  do  appreciate  the 
opportunity  to  review  the  document  and  provide  input. 

Sincerely , 


COT  G.  JEMMETT 
Forest  Supervisor 
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APPENDIX  1 


CHANGES  AND  ADDITIONS  TO 
DRAFT  RMP/EIS 


1.  APPENDIX  l,  pg.  173.  Remove  Willow  Adm.  Site  (FS)  T. 
14  N..  R.  2  W..  sec.  8.  238.08  acres  from  list  of  parcels 
meeting  FLPMA  sales  criteria. 

2.  APPENDIX  8.  Little  Colorado  River  spinedace 
(Lepidomeda  vittata)  should  be  noted  with  an  asterisk  and 
shown  as  a  federally  listed  threatened  species. 

Little  long-nosed  bat  (Leptonycteris  sanbomi)  should  be 
removed  from  the  list  of  species  considered  for  analysis. 

Remove  Gilbert's  skink  {Eumeces  gilberti)  as  a  federal  can- 
didate species  and  add  it  to  the  group  of  state-listed  species. 

3.  GLOSSARY.  Add  the  following  definition  -  RESOURCE 
CONSERVATION  AREA:  An  area  of  public  land  which 
includes  a  variety  of  resource  management  activities 
demonstrating  multiple  use  and  sustained  yield  conservation. 

4.  The  following  references  are  added  to  those  in  the  draft 
RMP/EIS. 


U.S.  Department  of  Interior.  Bureau  of  Land  Manage- 
ment. Phoenix.  Arizona.  1985.  "Category  1  Plan  Amend- 
ment to  Lower  Gila  North,  Black  Canyon.  Middle  Gila 
and  Silver  Bell  Planning  Document." 

U.S.  Department  of  Interior.  Bureau  of  Land  Manage- 
ment. Phoenix,  Arizona.  1986.  "Phoenix  District  Plan- 
ning Analysis." 

U.S.  Department  of  Interior.  Bureau  of  Land  Manage- 
ment. Phoenix,  Arizona.  1987.  Phoenix  Wilderness  EIS. 

U.S.  Department  of  Interior.  Bureau  of  Land  Manage- 
ment. Phoenix  and  Safford,  Arizona.  1987.  "Range  Pro- 
gram Summary/Record  of  Decision." 

U.S.  Department  of  Interior.  Bureau  of  Land  Manage- 
ment. Phoenix  and  Safford,  Arizona.  1988.  Arizona- 
Mohave  Wilderness  EIS. 
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APPENDIX  2 


EMPIRE  AND  CIENEGA  RANCHES 

DESCRIPTION  AND  INTERIM 

MANAGEMENT  GUIDANCE 


General  Setting 

Set  between  the  Whetstone  and  Santa  Rita  mountains,  52  miles 
southeast  of  Tucson,  and  just  north  of  the  town  of  Sonoita,  the 
Empire  and  Cienega  ranches  contain  41,000  acres  of  recently 
acquired  public  land  and  38,000  acres  of  state-owned  land. 

The  BLM's  purpose  in  acquiring  the  ranches  is  to  preserve, 
protect  and  enhance  the  property's  multiple-use  values.  These 
values  include  an  extensive  riparian  area,  presence  of  an 
endangered  species,  outstanding  small  and  big  game  habitat, 
magnificent  open  space  and  potential  for  dispersed  recreational 
activities  such  as  hiking,  horseback  riding,  camping  and 
picnicking. 

Annual  rainfall  of  about  15  inches  and  an  elevation  of  some 
4.600  feet  nurture  what  the  Arizona  Nature  Conservancy  des- 
cribed as  one  of  the  finest  examples  of  true  grasslands  in  the  state. 

The  ranches  are  bisected  by  Cienega  Creek,  which  flows 
yearlong  for  7.5  miles  through  the  area.  The  water  supports  an 
impressive  riparian  community  of  cottonwood,  willow,  ash  and 
mesquite  trees  as  well  as  other  stream-side  vegetation. 

The  creek  is  listed  number  one  for  protection  by  the  Desert 
Fishes  Recovery  Team,  an  organization  made  up  of  professional 
wildlife  biologists  representing  federal  and  state  agencies  as  well 
as  universities  and  private  groups. 

The  presence  of  the  Gila  topminnow  and  Gila  chub  is  the 
primary  reason  for  the  stream's  rating.  The  Gila  topminnow  is 
on  the  federal  endangered  list  and  the  Gila  chub  is  a  candidate 
for  listing.  Aquatic  biologists  say  one  of  the  largest  and  safest 
populations  of  the  Gila  chub  is  found  here.  The  chub  can  grow 
to  10  inches,  but  is  normally  four  to  five  inches  long.  The  U. 
S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  lists  the  creek  as  one  of  five  critical 
habitats  needed  for  the  future  survival  and  recovery  of  the  Gila 
topminnow.  Fully  grown,  the  Gila  topminnow  is  about  one  inch 
long. 

The  stream  also  supports  a  third  species  of  native  Arizona 
fish,  the  longfin  dace.  The  fish  averages  two  to  three  inches  in 
length  and  the  population  in  Cienega  Creek  represents  one  of 
the  largest  and  healthiest  anywhere. 

The  entire  area  is  prime  wildlife  habitat  and  diverse  popula- 
tions of  game  and  non-game  animals  and  birds  are  found 
throughout  the  ranches. 


Without  much  effort,  visitors  see  whitetail  and  mule  deer, 
javelina  and  pronghorn  antelope.  Pronghorns,  once  common  in 
the  area,  totally  disappeared  many  years  ago.  In  November  of 
1981  the  Arizona  Game  and  Fish  Department  reintroduced  51 
Chihuahuan  pronghorns  from  Texas.  Their  current  population 
is  estimated  to  be  70  to  80  animals.  Among  other  larger  mam- 
mals, both  coyotes  and  mountain  lions  are  found,  and  there  is 
some  evidence  that  black  bears  occasionally  visit  the  area. 

Three  species  of  quail  thrive  in  the  area:  Gambel's,  scaled 
and  Montezuma  (the  latter  is  also  known  as  Mearn's  and  Harle- 
quin). The  grasslands  are  credited  for  this  diversity.  The 
Gambel's  does  not  require  much  grass,  the  scaled  needs  medium 
grass  and  the  Montezuma  requires  tall  grass  for  survival. 

The  area  is  also  high-quality  raptor  habitat.  Ten  hawk  species 
have  been  inventoried,  including  the  rare  gray  hawk  and  black 
hawk.  Among  other  rare  birds  are  the  yellow-billed  cuckoo, 
Baird's  sparrow,  Sprauge's  pipit  and  northern  beardless 
tyrannulet. 

Reptile  populations  include  the  somewhat  rare  Mexican  garter 
snake,  along  with  the  Gila  monster,  great  plains  skink  and 
various  common  species.  The  riparian  areas  support  amphibians 
such  as  the  lowland  leopard  frog  and  the  canyon  tree  frog. 

While  the  grasslands  are  a  dominant  feature  of  the  ranches, 
wildlife  habitat  and  riparian  areas  are  enhanced  by  impressive 
tree  growth.  Huge  cottonwoods  line  the  creek  and  proliferate 
elsewhere  as  well.  The  eastern,  more  hilly  areas  produce  oak 
and  juniper  trees.  Willow  and  velvet  ash  are  also  common  and 
throughout  the  ranches  are  thick  groves  of  mesquite,  the  so-called 
mesquite  bosques. 

In  one  secluded  canyon  stands  a  giant  Emory  oak  which  in 
1986  was  declared  by  the  American  Forestry  Association  to  be 
the  largest  of  its  species  growing  in  the  United  States  on  that 
date.  The  tree  is  20  feet  5  inches  in  circumference,  43  feet  tall 
and  has  a  crown  spread  of  68  feet.  It  is  listed  on  the  National 
Register  of  Big  Trees. 

The  Cienega  Creek  area  has  been  inhabited  by  man  for  ap- 
proximately 5,000  years.  A  late  Archaic  pithouse  village,  located 
in  lower  Matty  Canyon,  produced  evidence  of  a  hunting  and 
gathering  subsistence,  possibly  supplemented  by  agriculture. 
Archaic  sites  are  also  found  in  the  Santa  Rita  foothills  to  the  west. 

By  500  A.D.,  the  Hohokam,  an  agriculture-based  people,  had 
entered  the  area  and  occupied  the  terraces  along  major  washes. 
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INTERIM  MANAGEMENT 


For  the  following  millennium,  populations  expanded  along  the 
terraces  and  floodplains  of  Cienega  Creek  and  its  major 
tributaries.  Large  pithouse  villages  occupied  the  more  attrac- 
tive portions  of  the  valley. 

There  is  little  evidence  of  human  occupation  in  the  area  from 
ca.  1450  until  Arizona  territorial  days.  Cattle  and  sheep  ranching 
began  in  the  mid-1860s  on  what  eventually  became  known  as 
the  Empire  Ranch  when  purchased  by  Walter  Vail  in  1876.  The 
ranch  covered  over  1,000  square  miles  during  its  peak  opera- 
tion. The  original  ranch  house  is  now  listed  on  the  National 
Register  of  Historic  Places. 

Other  historic  activities  include  those  associated  with  transpor- 
tation and  military  operations.  An  old  grade  of  the  New  Mex- 
ico and  Arizona  Railroad  is  intact  at  the  southern  end  of 
Empire  Ranch.  It  connected  Nogales  with  Fairbank  on  the  San 
Pedro  River  and  facilitated  the  transport  of  cattle. 

Currently,  the  Empire  and  Cienega  ranches  maintain  1,000 
head  of  mother  cows.  The  estimated  carrying  capacity  is  12  head 
per  section  yearlong.  The  majority  of  the  rangeland  is  in  good 
condition  and  the  apparent  trend  is  upward.  The  general 
appearance  of  the  rangeland  is  healthy;  gullies  are  healing  and 
perennial  grasses  cover  most  of  the  area. 

The  operator  grazes  his  cattle  in  the  higher  country  during 
the  winter  months  because  browse  is  present  in  that  area.  The 
lower  area  is  grazed  during  the  summer.  During  the  summer 
the  operator  also  rotates  his  cattle  through  a  series  of  pastures 
along  Cienega  Creek  to  make  desired  use  of  Sacaton  grass.  The 
operator's  method  of  grazing  management  appears  to  be  work- 
ing well. 


Interim  Management 


Introduction 

The  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976  directs 
federal  land  management  agencies  to  project  present  and  future 
uses  of  public  land  by  developing  land  use  plans. 

The  planning  process  includes  the  use  of  inventory  records 
and  the  results  of  public  participation  in  deciding  what  uses  of 
the  land  would  best  serve  the  public.  Planning  for  the  Empire- 
Cienega  ranches  is  scheduled  to  begin  in  1989. 

For  the  period  between  June  1988  (the  month  of  transfer  to 
public  ownership)  and  the  completion  of  the  comprehensive  plan, 
it  is  necessary  to  develop  interim  management  guidelines  for 
protecting  the  ranches'  resources  and  providing  for  public  use 
of  the  area. 

The  following  section  is  a  draft  of  interim  management 
guidance  developed  by  the  Phoenix  District's  management  and 
specialists.  With  additional  input  from  the  Phoenix  District's 
Advisory  Council,  a  steering  committee  and  a  technical  advisory 
committee  made  up  of  local  citizens  and  representatives  of  state 
and  local  government  agencies,  the  final  guidance  will  direct 


management  of  the  Empire  and  Cienega  ranches  over  the  short 
term. 


I.  Land  Uses 

A.  ACCESS 

1.  The  public  will  be  encouraged  to  use  two  primary  access  en- 
trances into  the  ranches. 

The  main  entrance  road  off  Highway  83  and  the  south  en- 
trance off  Highway  82  will  be  signed  to  announce  the  area 
as  the  Empire-Cienega  Resource  Conservation  Area 
administered  by  the  BLM. 

Two  other  entrances  into  the  ranches,  one  from  the  north  and 
the  other  on  the  east,  will  remain  open,  but  their  use  will 
not  be  encouraged  or  publicized  as  access  to  them  passes 
through  private  land. 

All  other  entrances  into  the  ranches  will  be  closed  to  public 
access. 

2.  Vehicular  travel  within  the  ranches  will  be  allowed  on  selected 
roads  and  routes.  All  other  roads  and  routes  will  be  closed 
to  vehicular  travel.  Closed  roads  and  routes  will  be  ap- 
propriately signed. 
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B.  AUTHORIZATIONS 


B.  WATERSHED 


1.  All  currently  valid  leases,  grants  and  permits  will  continue 
to  be  honored  until  their  expiration  date.  These  include  the 
current  grazing  leases  and  utility  rights-of-way. 

2.  The  acquired  public  land  will  not  be  subject  to  appropria- 
tion under  the  public  land  laws,  including  the  mining  laws. 

3.  Woodcutting  will  be  authorized  by  permit  only.  Dead  and 
down  wood  may  be  used  for  campfires  when  authorized  (see 
No.  4  below). 

4.  No  open  campfires  will  be  permitted  during  high  or  extreme 
fire  danger  periods  (fire  danger  posted  at  signed  entrances). 

5.  Camping  will  be  allowed  unless  otherwise  posted,  but  may 
not  exceed  stays  of  more  than  14  consecutive  days  or  more 
than  14  days  within  six  consecutive  months. 

6.  Hunting  will  be  allowed  as  authorized  under  the  laws  and 
regulations  of  the  State  of  Arizona,  subject  to  the  camping 
and  access  restrictions  noted  above. 


II.  Resource  Management 

A.  WILDLIFE  AND  CULTURAL  VALUES 

All  federal  and  state  laws  and  regulations  pertaining  to  the  pro- 
tection of  wildlife,  plant  life  and  cultural  properties  will  be 
applicable  to  the  acquired  public  land.  Particular  emphasis  will 
be  placed  on  the  protection  of  federally  and  state-listed  species 
and  significant  cultural  properties  through  periodic  surveillance 
and  monitoring. 


Interim  protection  for  the  watershed  will  consist  of  reducing 
vehicular  travel  over  roads  in  erosion-prone  areas.  The  exact 
roads  and  routes  to  be  closed  (signed)  will  be  determined  by 
the  BLM. 


III.  Fire  Suppression 

During  the  fire  season  (normally  March  15  to  August  1).  the 
BLM's  Phoenix  District  will  station  a  light  engine  (200-gallon) 
fire  vehicle  and  a  three-person  crew  at  the  Empire  Ranch  head- 
quarters. The  coverage  provided  will  be  seven  days  a  week.  Fires 
will  be  fully  suppressed  throughout  the  year,  using  local 
firefighting  support  if  necessary.  Proposals  for  prescribed  burn- 
ing and  less  than  full  suppression  in  some  areas  will  be  con- 
sidered in  planning  scheduled  to  begin  in  1989. 


RANGER  PATROLS 

BLM  Rangers  will  be  available  for  periodic  patrols  of  the  prop- 
erty and  will  investigate  any  violations  of  federal  law  that  may 
occur  on  federal  land. 
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